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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Lessthan one-half of working households and |ess than two-fifths of elderly households that are
thought to be eligible for food stamps actually received them in 1994. One way of increasing our
understanding of thereasonsfor theselow ratesof participationin the Food Stamp Program (FSP) would
beto conduct anationa survey of nonparticipantswho aredigiblefor the program. Because such asurvey
would haveto overcome conceptua and operational challenges, the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS)
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture contracted with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. to design and
test asurvey of the reasonsfor nonparticipation amnong low-income working and elderly households. This
report discusses our experiences conducting apretest of this survey and our recommendationsfor the
design and fielding of alarger national survey about the reasons for nonparticipation in the FSP.

Wefaced three mgor challengesin designing asurvey of the reasonsfor nonparticipation in the FSP.
Thefirst challenge wasto identify people who were eligible for the FSP but did not participate in the
program. No listsof these peopleexist, so we needed to start with arandom-digit-dialing (RDD) sample
frame. Second, to identify personswho were eligible for food stamps, we needed to strike a balance
between asking detailed and often sengitive questionsto make an accurate determination of digibility, and
keeping the screening interview short and the response rate high. The third challenge wasto develop
guestionnaires that collected sufficient information to identify the reasons for nonparticipation.

OVERVIEW OF THE PRETEST

An RDD frame was used to identify FSP nonparticipants who were likely to be eligible for food
stamps. We called nearly 17,000 tel ephone numbersto identify 484 nonparticipants who were likely to
bedigiblefor food stampsand met our other criteriafor inclusoninthesample. Weasoidentified 92 FSP
participantsusing RDD. Another 86 FSP participantswereidentified from alist of program participants
provided by state FSP agencies. A short screening interview was used to check whether the respondents
met our criteriafor inclusion inthe sample. The survey pretest began in January 1998 and lasted about
three months.

A main questionnaire was administered to 451 respondentswho met our criteriafor inclusioninthe
sample. Thequestionnairesasked about characteristics of the househol ds, attitudes, experienceswiththe
FSP and, if the respondents were nonparticipants, about the reasons they did not participate in the
program. Wedeveloped eight different versions of the questionnaire. Each type of respondent--working
nonparticipant, working participant, e derly nonparticipant, € derly participant--wasadministered adifferent
guestionnaire. And for each type of respondent, we used two different lengths of interviews--ashort and
along version.

The number of personsdigiblefor food stamp benefits was estimated from Survey of Income and
Program Participation data and the number of participants was calculated from Food Stamp Program
administrative data (Stavrianos, 1997).



All theinitia screeninginterviewswere conducted by telephone. To test whether the questionnaires
could aso be administered in-person, we administered about 15 percent of the questionnairesin-person.
The pretest took place in six urban sites and two rural sites.

CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our experiences and findings during the pretest suggest the following conclusions and
recommendations regarding conducting a national survey of the reasons for nonparticipation.

1. ItisFeasbleto Conduct a Stand-Alone Survey on the Reasonsfor Nonparticipation

The pretest showed that it is feasible to conduct a stand-alone survey about the reasons for
nonparticipation. However, the survey would require considerable survey resources, mainly because of
the difficultiesidentifying survey respondents. We estimate that it would take just over 18,000 hours of
interviewer labor toidentify asampleof about 1,000 FSP-€ligiblenonparticipantsfromworking households
and 1,000 eligible nonparticipants from elderly households.

2. A List-FrameisNeeded if the Survey isto Include FSP Participants

If RDD isbeing used toidentify nonpartici pants, identifying participantsat thesametimerequireslittle
additional interviewer time. However, identifying participants by RDD oncethe sample of nonparticipants
has been identified ismany times more costly than identifying participants usng thelig-frame. Aswefound
working and el derly participant househol dswere not as prevaent in the population asworking and el derly
nonparticipant households, amixed-frame design would bethe most efficient oneif participants areincluded
in the survey.

3. A Final Response Rate of About 65 Percent Could Be Achieved on a Stand-Alone Survey
on the Reasonsfor Nonparticipation

Nonresponseisaconcern because, if the factors that determine whether a person respondsto the
survey are related to the reasons for nonparticipation, the survey findings may be biased. The overal
response rate to the pretest survey was about 51 percent--the response rate to the screening interviews
was just under 60 percent; the completion rate to the main questionnaires was 85 percent. With the
recommended changesto the survey, the response rate to the screening interviewsin anational survey
could be as high as 70 percent and the completion rate to the main questionnaire as high as 90 or 95
percent, yielding an overal responserate to the survey of 630 67 percent. The recommended changes
to the survey that would have the most effect on the response rate are:
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C Changingtheorder of thequestionson the RDD screeninginterview, so that theinterviewer
begins with questionsdirectly related to the FSP and does not ask about income until the
fourth or fifth question.

C Adding more interviewer probes to the screening interview to assure respondents of
confidentiality.

C Sending an advance |etter about the study to persons on the RDD sample frame with listed
addresses.

C Lengtheningthefield periodtoincreasethe number of RDD telephone numbersfor whichthe
residential status can be determined.

C Increasing thelikelihood that the respondent to the screening interview can aso respond to
themain questionnaire by relaxing thecriteriafor determining the household member who can
respond to the main questionnaire.

C Administering a main questionnaire shorter than the long version used in the pretest.

4. The RDD Screening Interview Used in the Pretest Strikes the Right Balance Between
Determining Eligibility and Minimizing Nonresponse

Most previous studies of FSP nonparticipation used crude screening rules to create samples of
nonparticipantswho were likely to be eigible for food samps. The RDD screening interview used in the
pretest used more sophisticated screening rulesthat required data on income, vehicles, and assets. Even
30, we estimate that 38 percent of the respondents found eligible by the RDD screening interview seem to
be FSP-indligible based on information given later intheinterview. The screeninginterview used inthe
pretest, with some changes, hitsabout theright bal ance between thetwo objectives of keeping theinterview
short and simple and predicting FSP eligibility well.

5. TheScreeninglnterview and Main Questionnair es Should be Administered Using Computer
Assisted Survey Methods

A nationa survey about nonparticipation should use computer ass sted survey interviews(CASI) for
both the screening interviews and the main questionnaires. CASI supports sample management and
scheduling, aidstheinterviewer in conducting complex skip logic, and automati cally determineswhether
the respondent iseligible for the sample. Using CASI will shorten the administration times of the main
guestionnaires.
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6. A Survey About the Reasons for Nonparticipation Should Include a Small Sample of
Households Without Telephones and Ask Telephone Households About Telephone
Interruptions

About 20 percent of low-income households do not have working telephones. Because households
without telephones may have different reasons for not participating in the FSP than households with
telephones, a national survey of the reasons for nonparticipation should include a small sample of
respondentswithout tel ephones. Interviewerswould administer both ascreeninginterview andthemain
guestionnaire in-person.

Becauseworking and el derly FSP-dligible householdsthat do not have telephonesare not common,
considerable survey resourceswould be needed to identify such households. For thisreason, thesample
of non-telephone househol dswould need to be small and screening for them should take placein areaswith
a high concentration of non-telephone households.

Toreducetherequired sample size of non-tel ephone househol ds, we recommend collecting dataabout
past interruptions of telephone service from households currently with telephones. If non-telephone
househol dsand househol dswithinterruptionsin tel egphone service have s milar reasonsfor not participating
in the FSP, data on interruptions in telephone service can be used to statistically adjust for the under-
representation of non-telephone households.

We also recommend that both FSP participants and FSP-€ligible nonparticipant non-telephone
househol ds be administered the main questionnaires. By interviewing all FSP-eligible non-telephone
households, information would be collected to determine the FSP participation rate among non-telephone
households. It may be that the participation rate is so high among non-tel ephone households, that
nonparticipation among non-telephone households is not a concern.

7. A Quegtionnaire About Nonparticipation Should I nclude Closed-Ended Structured Questions
About Nonparticipation

In previous surveys, the questions about nonparticipation were typically broad and open-ended and
elicited responses that were too vague to inform policy decisions. Hence, we designed aseries of direct
closed-ended questionsabout the reasonsfor nonparticipation. Each question asked whether aparticular
reason was applicableto therespondent. At the end of the series of questions, we asked whether there
were other reasonswhy the respondent did not participate and which wasthe most important reason that
the respondent did not participate. For some reasons, more detailed follow-up questions were asked.
Even on their own, these questions could provide much detailed information about the reasons for
nonparticipation.
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8. A Questionnaire About Nonparticipation Should Include Questions to Deter mine FSP
Eligibility, Food Security, and Sour ces of Food Assistance

Questionsto determinethelikely FSP igibility of the respondent are important because including
persons who are not eligible for food stamps in the sample may bias the survey findings. Because of
concernsabout the responserate, the screening interview cannot ask al the detailed questionsrequired to
determine FSPdigibility. However, someof these questions can be asked later inthemaininterview when
the interviewer has established rapport with the respondent.

Dataon food security areimportant becauseif most nonparticipants are food secure, the FSP may
be meseting itsmission of providing food assistance to those who need it, and low rates of participation are
not a cause for concern.

Thefindingsfrom the pretest suggest that many working and el derly households do not participatein
the FSP because they feel they did not need food stamps. It isimportant to determine whether thelack
of need is because nonparticipants are receiving food assistance from other sources such as other
government programs, charities, family, or friends.

9. The Questionnaires Developed For This Study Should be Revised to Address FSP
Nonparticipation I ssues Arising from Recent Welfare Reform

Changes associated with recent welfare reform may have affected the likelihood that working
householdsand, to alesser extent, elderly househol ds participateinthe FSP. FSP participation may have
been affected in three ways. First, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) clients who
discontinue TANF receipt because they find work, reach the time limits for TANF receipt, or are
sanctioned for not meeting TANF work requirements may discontinue receipt of food stamp benefitsat the
sametime evenif they aredill digiblefor food stamp benefits. Second, welfare reform may have reduced
thelikelihood that persons applying for TANF aso apply for food stamp benefitsat thesametime, because
TANF gpplicants are not made aware of their igibility for food stamp benefitsat thistime. Third, welfare
reform may haveincreased the importance of psychological factors, such asthe stigmaof FSP receipt or
useor the desireto be self-sufficient, asreasonsfor nonparticipation. With some minor revisions, the
guestionnaires could collect information on how welfare reform has affected the reasons for
nonparticipation in the FSP.

10. A 20-Minute Main Questionnaire Would Collect Sufficient Information About
Nonparticipation To Make Policy Decisions

Because of concerns of respondent burden and response rates, we recommend using adightly shorter
version of the long questionnaires that would take about 20 minutes to administer. 1t would include
guestionsabout thereasonsfor nonparticipation, previousexperiencesrespondentshave had applying for
and using food stamps, food security and sources of food ass stance, the demographic composition of the
household, and questions about income, expenses, and vehicles.
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11. If Survey ResourcesareLimited, Consideration Should Be Given To Excluding Participants
From the Survey

We recommend that FNS consider conducting atelephone survey of only nonparticipants. A survey
of nonparticipantswoul d save cong derabl e survey resourcesand coul d provide sufficient informati on about
the reasonsfor nonparticipation to inform policy. Comparisonsof participants and nonparticipantsyield
findingsthat are suggestive of reasonsfor nonparticipation but rarely providefirm evidencethat aparticular
reason isimportant. If resources permitted, surveying participants does allow comparisons between
participants and nonparticipants of economic and demographic characteristics and previous experiences
with the FSPwhich are useful inidentifying types of personswho are most likely to not participate. 1t dso
alowsan exploration of thewaysinwhich participantsovercamered or perceived barriersto participation.
However, comparisons between parti ¢ipants and nonparti cipants of househol d demographic and economic
characteristics, sources of other food assistance, and food security can be made from existing data.

12. Condderation Should be Given To Adding A M odule About FSP Nonparticipation to Another
Household Survey

An dternativeto conducting astand-alone survey would beto add a short modul e about the reasons
for FSP nonparticipation to another household survey. The module would begin with the screening
guestions, and only personswho meet the criteriain the screening interview would then be asked questions
about nonparticipation. At aminimum, we recommend a15- to 20-minute modulethat includes: (1) the
screening questions, (2) the direct questions about nonparticipation, (3) questions about whether the
respondent has previoudly applied for or used food stamps, (4) questions about food security and sources
of food assistance.

Adding amoduleto an existing househol d survey would significantly reducethe costsof collectingthe
datasince only the additional costs associated with alonger interview would beincurred. Depending on
the survey to which the moduleis added, the response rate to the questions may aso be higher. Some
household surveys contain detail ed questions about income by source, and these data could be used to
screenfor digibility for the add-on module on nonparticipation. However, the household survey that the
moduleisadded to must belarge enough to ensure sufficient samples of FSP-eligible nonparticipantsin
working and elderly households.
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. INTRODUCTION

Lessthan one-half of working households and |essthan two-fifthsof el derly householdsthat were
thought to bedligiblefor food stamps actualy received themin January 1994 (Stavrianos 1997).2 Oneway
of increasing our understanding of the reasons for these low rates of participation in the Food Stamp
Program (FSP) would beto conduct anationa survey of nonparticipants who are eligible for the program.
Because such a survey would have to overcome conceptual and operational challenges, the Food and
Nutrition Service (FNS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) contracted with Mathematica
Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) to design and test asurvey of the reasons for nonparticipation among low-
incomeworking and elderly households.® This report discusses our experiences conducting a pretest of
this survey and our recommendations for the design and fielding of alarger national survey about the
reasons for nonparticipation in the FSP.

Why should we care about low rates of participation in the FSP? Thisis an especialy pertinent
guestion given that the aim of recent welfare reform legidation was to reduce the number of people
dependent on welfare. The answer isbecause the mission of the FSPisto provide food assstanceto all
personswho need it, so low participation rates may be an indication that the programis not fulfilling its
mission. If theprogram hasfeaturesthat discourage personswho need food ass stance from participating,
or if personsin need don’'t know about the program or how to apply, then changesin the program need

to bemadefor it tofulfill itsmisson. Onthe other hand, if people do not participate becausethey do not

*The number of personsdigible for the Food Stamp Program (FSP) was estimated from Survey of
Income and Program Participation (SIPP) dataand the number of FSP participants was cdculated from
FSP administrative data.

3Thiswas part of a study entitled Reaching the Working Poor and Poor Elderly.
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need food stamps, then thelow participation rateswoul d not be acausefor concern and program changes
would not be needed.

Wefaced three mgor chalengesin designing asurvey of the reasonsfor nonparticipation in the FSP.
Thefirst challenge wasto identify people who were eligible for the FSP but did not participate in the
program. No listsof these peopleexist, so we needed to start with arandom-digit-dialing (RDD) sample
frame. Second, to identify persons who were eligible for food stamps, we needed to strike a balance
between asking detailed and often senditive questionsto make an accurate determination of digibility, and
keeping the screening interview short and the response rate high. The third challenge wasto develop
questionnairesthat collected sufficient information toidentify the reasonsfor nonparticipation. In previous
surveys about nonpartici pation, the questions had elicited responsesthat were too vagueto inform policy
decisions (McConnell and Nixon 1996).

Thisreport discussesour experiences meeting these challenges. We addressthree broad questions:

1. How well did the procedures work for identifying respondents for the survey?
2. How well did the questionnaires collect the information they were designed to collect?
3. Do the questionnaires collect sufficient information to address the questions of why working
and elderly households have low rates of participation in the FSP?
Each of the next three chapters of thisreport addresses one of these questions. We conclude the report
with adiscussionof our conclusonsand recommendations. Therest of thisintroductory chapter describes

the survey pretest.



A. OVERVIEW OF THE PRETEST

Thegtructure of the pretest wascomplex. It used two sampleframes(an RDD frameand alist frame),
10 different instruments (2 screening interviews and 8 main questionnaires), and two interview modes
(telephone and in-person). Figure I.1 illustrates the structure of the pretest.

The RDD frame was used to identify FSP nonparticipantswho werelikely to be digible for food
stamps. We called nearly 17,000 tel ephone numbersto identify 484 nonparticipants who were likely to
bedigiblefor food stampsand met our other criteriafor inclusoninthesample. Weasoidentified 92 FSP
participantsusing RDD. The pretest of the RDD survey began in January 1998 and lasted about three
months. Another 86 FSP participants were identified from alist of program participants provided by state
FSPagencies. A short screening interview was used to check whether the respondents met our criteria
forinclusoninthesample. Thelist-frame survey began in February 1998 and lasted about two months.

Respondentswho met our criteriafor inclusion in the sample were administered amain questionnaire
that asked about their experienceswith the FSP and, if they were nonparticipants, about the reasonsthey
did not participate in the program. We developed eight different versions of the questionnaire. Each type
of respondent--working nonpartici pant, working parti cipant, € derly nonpartici pant, e derly participant--was
administered adifferent questionnaire. Andfor each type of respondent, we used two different lengths of
interviews--a short and along version.

Inanationa survey on nonparticipation, both the screening questionnairesand the main questionnaires
would be administered by tel ephone to househol ds that haveworking telephones but both the screening
and the main questionnaires would be administered in-person to househol ds without telephones. Inthe
pretest, we tested whether the main questionnaires worked well in-person by administering about 15

percent of the main questionnaires in-person. The other 85 percent of the



FIGURE I.1
OVERVIEW OF PRETEST

Random-Digit-Dialing List-Frame
(16,648) (253)

Nonparticipants Identified

(484) Participants Identified

(178)
|
Working Elderly Working Elderly Interviews Not
Identified Identified Identified Identified Attempted®
(210) (158) (82) (84) (128)
Short Telephone Short Telephone Short Telephone Short Telephone
— Interviews — Interviews — Interviews — Interviews
77) (45) 27 (34)
Short In-person Short In-person Short In-person Short In-person
— Interviews — Interviews — Interviews — Interviews
(10) 6 (10) 9
Long Telephone Long Telephone Long Telephone Long Telephone
— Interviews — Interviews — Interviews — Interviews
(76) (69) (30) (26)
Long In-person Long In-person Long In-person Long In-person
— Interviews — Interviews — Interviews — Interviews
(14) 6 (6) (6)

aThese interviews were not attempted because either the respondent spoke Spanish or the target for that type of respondent had been met.



questionnaires were administered by telephone. To contain the cost of the pretest, we conducted dll of the
screening interviews by telephone.

The main questionnaireswere administered using hard-copy instruments, both when administered by
telephone and by person. Boththe RDD and ligt-frame screening interviews were conducted by telephone
using computer-assi sted-tel ephone-interviewing (CATI).*  With CATI, the interview questions are
displayed on acomputer screen and the interviewers type the responses directly into the computer. The

advantages of CATI over using a hard-copy interview are:

C Itallowscomplicated skiplogic. Thecomputer will automatically follow the questionnaire
skiplogic. For example, inthe RDD screening interview, the CATI system automatically
presented different questionsto respondents who said they received food slamps and to those
who said they did not.

C Itcan performcalculations. The CATI system automatically determined FSP-eligibility
based on responses to the screening questions so that the interviewers were not required to
do manual calculations.

C It aids in managing the sample. CATI automatically assigns respondents to the
gppropriate sample cells(such asworking nonparticipants) and maintainsrecords of the status
of each cell.

C Itaidsinthescheduling of interviews. CATI automatically selects the telephone number
to be dided and schedules callbacks to unsuccessful contacts at different times of theday and
on different days.

C Itavoidscostly data entry. The dataare dready in electronic form and can be more easily
transformed into an analysis datafile.

“Some of the statistical resultsthat are used in this report were produced using computer programs
madeavailablethrough the Computer-Assisted Survey Methods Program (CSM), University of Cdlifornia,
Berkeley. Neither the CSM staff nor the University of Californiabear any responsibility for theresultsor
conclusions presented here.



With CATI, up-front programmingisrequired for eechinstrument. Thesavingsfromusing CATI will
offset these programming costsif the sampleislarge, asit wasfor the screening interviewsin the pretest.
However, because the number of respondentsfor each main questionnaireinthe pretest wassmal, it was
more efficient to administer the main questionnaires using hard-copy instruments rather than CATI.

The pretest took placein eight Sitesin ten counties: (1) Suffolk County, Massachusetts, (2) Galveston,
Texas, (3) AdamsCounty, Colorado, (4) Philadel phia, Pennsylvania, (5) Ramsey County, Minnesota, (6)
Durham, North Caroling, (7) Bedford County, Pennsylvania, and (8) Murray, Lincoln, and Lyon Counties,

Minnesota.

B. THE SCREENING INTERVIEWS

Toidentify respondentsfor thefull survey, we used ashort telephone screening interview. (Volume
I of thisreport contains copies of the screening interviews). The screening interviews contain anumber
of “tests’ to determinewhether therespondent isdligiblefor inclusion in thesample. Oncethe screening
interview determined that arespondent wasnot eligible for inclusion in the sample, theinterview was
concluded. Respondentswho were found eligible for inclusionin the sample were administered amain
guestionnaire.

A respondent was determined ligible for incluson in the sampleif hisor her household contained
either aworking or an elderly person and either (1) the household was participating in the FSP and had
applied for benefitsin the previousthree years, or (2) the household was not participating in the program
but waslikely to be eligible for food stamp benefits. We required that participating respondents had

applied for food stamps within the previous three years so that the respondents could



clearly recollect their experiences applying for food stamps. Our criteriafor whether ahousehold was
counted as working, elderly, a FSP participant, or a FSP nonparticipant were as follows:
C Working. A household was counted asworking if any adult in the household worked for pay
during either thecurrent or previousmonth. Thetwo-month time period dlowed ustoinclude

peoplewho had some recent attachment to the labor market but were not currently working.

C Elderly. A household was counted aselderly if anyonein the household was 60 years of age
or older.

C FSP Participant. A household was counted as participating if anyone in the household
received FSP benefitsin either the current or previous month (and had applied within the past
three years). We included households who reported receiving food stampsin the previous
month, assome people may not view themsaves as participating if they have not yet received
their benefits for the current month.

C FSP Nonparticipant. A household iscounted asnot participating if no-onein the household
received FSP benefitsin the current or previous month.

Determining whether apersonislikely to bedigiblefor the FSPrequiresalot of detailed information--
morethan we could collect in ashort screeninginterview. Hence, we chosethefollowing rdatively smple
criteriato Smulatethe FSP-dligibility determination process.® Respondentswere considered categorically-
eligiblefor food sampsif they reported that everyonein their househol dsreceived during either the current
or previousmonth Temporary Assistancefor Needy Families(TANF), Supplemental Security Income
(SSl), or General Assistance (GA). If everyone in the household did not receive these benefits, the
respondent was consdered likely to be eigible for food sampsonly if dl of the following tests were met:

1. Their household income was less than 130 percent of the poverty threshold. This

smulatesthe FSP-dligibility test that requires gross household income not to exceed 130
percent of poverty. Although elderly householdsand householdsthat contain disabled

*These criteriawere based on the findings of astudy of the errors that would be made predicting FSP
eigibility using survey data (McConnell 1997).



persons are not subject to this gross income eligibility test, they are subject to a
requirement that income net of certain expenses and deductions does not exceed 100
percent of poverty. Assimulating the netincometest requirestoo many detailed questions
for ashort screening interview, we approximated the net income test with the requirement
that gross income must not exceed 130 percent of poverty for elderly and disabled
households.

. The household did not own any vehicle that was manufactured in the past five
years. For most FSP gpplicants, thefair market vaue of their vehicles (exceeding $4,650)
iscounted asan asset. McConndl (1997) found that the age of the household' svehicles
wasagood proxy for their value and agood predictor of whether ahousehold wasdligible
for food stamps.

. The value of the household’'s financial assets was less than $3,000 if the
household contained an elderly person, and $2,000 if the household did not
contain an elderly person. The FSP asset digibility test requiresthat the value of al
counted househol d assets, including the counted val ue of vehicles, do not exceed these
levels.

. The household had not been informed by the FSP that it is in€ligible for food
stampsin the previous two months. Thiswill screen out some respondents who may
beindigiblefor other reasons, such asthey do not meet the citizenship requirement or they
are able-bodied adults without dependents who have not met the work requirement.

If the respondent passed these tests, the interviewer determined who in the household should be
administered amain questionnaire. Our criterion wasthat arespondent to anonparticipant questionnaire
should be the person in the household who would apply for food stampsiif the household decided to
participate and that the respondent to aparti cipant questionnaire should be the person in the household who

last applied for food slamps. This meant that the respondent to the main questionnaire sometimes differed

from the person who was administered the screening interview.

Using the responses to the screening interview, the computer determined whether an eligible
respondent should be administered a working nonparticipant, an elderly nonparticipant, aworking
participant, or an elderly participant questionnaire. The computer determined randomly whether a

respondent should be administered ashort or along questionnaire. It aso determined, by the respondent’s

8



zZip code, whether the questionnaire would be administered by telephone or in-perstn. the main
guestionnairewasto be administered by telephone, theinterviewer administered the questionnairedirectly
after completing the screening interview. If the questionnaire was to be administered in person, at theend
of the screening interview the interviewer would tell the respondent that aninterviewer would be calling
within one week to arrange an interview in his or her home.

Toidentify personswho arelikely to be digible for food samps but not recaiving them, we used RDD.
In RDD, the sample frameincl udes tel ephone numbers of householdswith high income and householdsthat
contain neither aworking nor an elderly person. Thus respondents were first asked a set of screening
questionsto establishtheir digibility for the survey. If weidentified from the RDD sampleframeaFSP
participant who was in an elderly or working household, and had applied for food stamps within the

previousthreeyears, weincluded the partici pant in the sample and administered apartici pant questionnaire.

We dso used alist frame developed from program-records files to locate FSP participants. We
requested that the states in the study provide uslists of current FSP participants who were in either a
working or an elderly household. We sent theliststo thelocal FSP offices, where caseworkers updated
the addresses and tel ephone numbers of persons on the sample frame. Persons on thelig-frameweredso
administered a screening interview to check that they met the criteriafor inclusion in our sample. If we
found personson the list-frame who were no longer receiving food stamps, they were deemed ineligible
for the survey.

The screening interviewswere conducted in English and a so, when needed, in Spanish. However,

we did not translate the main questionnaires and so did not conduct any main interviews in Spanish.



C. THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES

Respondents who met our criteriafor inclusion in the sample were administered a questionnaire
designed to collect information about the reasons for nonparticipation.® We designed eight versions of the
guestionnairesthat differ accordingto: (1) whether they were to be administered to personsin working
or elderly households; (2) whether they were to be administered to participants or nonparticipants, and (3)
whether they were*® short” or “long” in thetimerequired for their adminigiration. (Volumell of thisreport
includes copies of all the questionnaires).

Weincluded FSP participantsin our survey so that we could compare the experiences, attitudes, and
characteristics of participants and nonparticipants. To facilitate this comparison, the participant and
nonparticipant questionnaires are similar. For example, they both ask respondents about their previous
experienceswiththe FSP. Theworking and el derly questionnairesare smilar becausein focusgroups of
low-income working and elderly persons conducted for this study in 1996, the two groups gave Smilar
reasonsfor not participatingin the FSP (Ponzaand McConnell 1996). The main differencesarethat the
guestionnairesfor the respondentsin working househol dsinclude a section that asks about employment
and the questionnairesfor the respondentsin elderly householdsinclude a section that asksabout hedlth.
Thelong verson of the questionnaires mainly differsfrom the short versoninthat it contains questions about
employment, income, expenses, and food assi stance from other sourcesthat are not included in the short

version. It also contains more guestions about food security.

®In-depth cognitive tests of the screening interviews and questionnaires were conducted in two counties
in TexasinMarch 1997. Thequestionnaireswererevised to takeinto account thefindingsfrom these tests
(Ponzaet a. 1997).
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The main questionnaires covered the following topics:

C Reasons for Nonparticipation (Section E). This section was included in the
nonparticipant questionnaires only. Respondents were asked in aseries of closed-ended
questionswhether a specific factor wasareason they did not participate. It wasimportant
to ask closed-ended questions as previous surveys have found that responsesto open-ended
guestions about reasons for nonparticipation have been too genera to be useful. We aso
asked respondents whether the reason was an “important” reason they did not participate and
asked them to name the one most important reason. For some reasons, weincluded follow-
up questionsthat asked about the reason in more detail. To ensure that we asked about all
factors, we also asked whether there were “other” reasons why the respondent did not
participate.

C History of FSP Applications (Section D). We collected information from both
participants and nonparticipants who had previoudy gpplied for food stampsin the past three
yearsabout the reasonsthey applied for food stamps, whether they applied for other benefits
at thetimethey applied for food stamp benefits, how the respondent applied for food stamp
benefits (such as, in-person or viaauthorized representative), and specific problems that they
maly haveencountered applying. Weal soidentified respondentswho started theapplication
process but did not complete it and probed for the reasons they did not compl ete the process.
We also asked participants about factorsthat hel ped them overcome barriersto applying for
or using food stamp benefits.

C FSPParticipation History (Section C). We asked both participants and nonparticipants
who previoudly received food stamps about their experiencesreceiving food stamp benefits
inthe past threeyears. We ask the nonparticipantswho previoudy received food sampswhy
they stopped receiving them.

C Knowledge of the FSP (Section B). Asalack of knowledge about how to apply for food
stamp benefitsor the FSP eigibility rulesmay lead to nonparticipation, the questionnaires
included questions about factorsthat may be related to the respondents’ knowledge of the
program. We asked both participants and nonparticipants whether they received food samps
as achild and whether they knew someone who received food stamp benefits.

C Employment History (Section H). We collected information on employment for two
reasons. First, factors related to employment (such as the stability of employment) may
influencethe decisonto participate inthe FSP. Second, information on earnings can be used
to make a more accurate determination of FSP digibility. Only the long versions of the
guestionnaires collected information on employment. All the long versions collected
information on earnings. Theworking questionnaires aso asked about the type of job worked
and the work history of the person in the household who worked the most hours.
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C Recept of Food Assistance from Other Sources (Section F). We collected information
onthereceipt of other food ass stancefor two reasons. Firgt, receipt of other food assistance
has been found to be correlated with recei pt of food stamps (M cConnell and Nixon 1996).
Second, because alack of need for food stamp benefitsis sometimes given asareason for
nonparticipation (Ponzaand McConnell 1996), it isimportant to know whether the reported
lack of needis because of receipt of food assistance from other sources. All thelong versions
of the questionnaires contain questions about the receipt of other food assistance.

C Food Security (Section G). In focus groups conducted for this study, people who said they
did not need food stamp benefits aso admitted to sometimes going without food (Ponzaand
McConnell 1996). From apolicy perspective, it isimportant to determine whether the
respondents who say they do not need food stamps are actually food secure. All
guestionnaires contained questions to determine the food security of the respondents
households.

C Health (Section I). Assome dderly persons may have difficulties gpplying for and/or using
food stamps, we asked questions about the general health and physical and cognitive
functioning of the respondent. We did not ask these questionsin theworking questionnaires.

C Social Supports(Section J). The presence of socia supports may be an important factor
indetermining participation inthe FSP. It may indicate the extent to which family and friends
can act as asafety net to the respondent. We asked in the long questionnaires a series of
questionsabout thelength of timethe respondent haslived in the neighborhood, thefrequency
of social visits, and whether the respondent’ s relatives live close by.

C Incomeand Expenses(Section K). Information onincome and expenses of the respondent
isimportant for two reasons: (1) economic factors, such asincome, may influence the
decision to participate, and (2) information on income and expenses will be used to makea
moreinformed decis on about whether therespondent isFSP-eligible. Thequestionnairesa so
asked about household vehicles. This section was included in the long questionnaires only.

¢ Household Composition and Demographic Information (Sections A and L).
Information on the demographic composition of the household is collected because it may
determinethelikelihood of participation. In addition, thisinformation can be used as covariates
when examining factorsthat affect the decision to participate in the FSP. We aso asked
about citizenship--a factor that may affect FSP-eligibility.

We adminigtered the questionnairesto 451 respondents. Theinterviewswere divided gpproximately

equally between respondentsfrom working househol dsand respondentsfrom el derly households. About

two-thirdsof therespondentswere nonparticipantsand one-third of the respondentswere participants.
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We conducted 69 (15 percent) of theinterviewsin-person. Theremainder of theinterviewswere
conducted by telephone. To contain the cost of the pretest, the in-person interviewswere al conducted
in areas with specific zip codesin two of the eight pretest Sites. All the main questionnaires, in both in-

person and telephone sites, were administered by an interviewer using a hard-copy questionnaire.

D. SITESELECTION

We chose to conduct the pretest in elght Sites rather than selecting a nationwide probability sample,
becauseit reduced the costs of in-person interviews and obtai ning program records, while still providing
sufficient information to thoroughly test the questionnaires and methods for identifying FSP-eligible

nonparticipants. The eight sites were:

1. Suffolk County, Massachusetts (Boston)
2. Galveston, Texas

3. Adams County, Colorado (Denver)

4. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

5. Ramsey County, Minnesota (Minneapolis)
6. Durham, North Carolina

7. Bedford County, Pennsylvania

0o

. Murray, Lincoln, and Lyon Counties, Minnesota

Telephoneinterviewswereconducted inall eight Stes. In-personinterviewswere conducted in Galveston,
Texas and Durham, North Carolina.
The steswere salected with acombination of random and purposive sampling. The sampling took

placeintwo stages. Inthefirg stage, we randomly selected sx areas corresponding to the Census defined

13



metropolitan statistical areas(MSAS) and primary metropolitan Satistical areas(PMSAS). Oneareawas
selected from each of six of the seven FSPregions. We stratified the sampling to include at |east two
M SAswith Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) (Gaveston and Raleigh’) and two large metropolitan areas
(Philadel phiaand Boston), two medium-sized metropolitan areas (Denver and Minnegpalis), and two smdl-
sized metropolitan areas (Galveston and Raleigh).

In the second stage, we randomly selected one urban county within eech MSA/PM SA from counties
that have 10 percent or more of their population in poverty. In onerandomly selected M SA/PM SA--
Philadel phia--we sdected only from counties that dso had 20 percent or more of their population over 60
years of age. To select the two rura sites, we first randomly selected two of the six study states--
Pennsylvaniaand Minnesota. We chose the two rural sitesin states that aso contain an urban siteto
reduce the cost of collecting program-records data. We then randomly selected arura county in the
chosen state from alist of rura countiesthat have poverty rates of 10 percent or more. Because the
selected countiesin Philadel phia, Boston, and Galveston werelarge and contained many FSP offices, we
selected an areawithin each county as our site? Conversdly, the population of Murray County was too

small, so we expanded the definition of the site to include adjacent Lincoln and Lyon Counties.

E. BEHAVIORAL CODING AND INTERVIEWER COMMENTS

'Raleigh isthe M SA that contains Durham.

8These areaswere salected by asking the FSP agency for areaswith ahigh concentration of working
or elderly persons.
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In most ways, the pretest was administered like aregular survey with asmal samplesze. However,
we added two components to the survey to collect more information on the performance of the
guestionnaires.

First, thelast section of the questionnairesincluded aset of debriefing questionsfor theinterviewers.
These questions asked the interviewersto record any questions that respondents complained about or
found difficult to answer.

Second, we conducted behavioral coding on 40 of the completed interviews. Theseinterviewswere
divided roughly equaly among interviews using questionnaires of each type. Ten of the coded interviews
were conducted in-person. The coding involved taping theinterviews and then coding respondent and
interviewer behaviors during the interview.

Respondent behaviorsthat were coded included: long pauses before answering; asking interviewers
to repeat the question; obj ecting to the question; rel uctance to answer the question; asking theinterviewer
to dlarify the question; digressing when answering; or interrupting the reading of the question. Whileit isnot
necessarily aproblem if some respondents exhibit some of these behaviors, if many respondents exhibit
thesebehaviors, it usudly indicatesthat thereisaproblemwiththe question. Similarly, if interviewers make
wording changes, probe incorrectly, or do not follow the skip patterns, this may a so indicate a problem
with the questionnaire.

The coder aso noted whether the interaction between the interviewer and respondent was low,
medium, or high. A low interaction was coded if theinterviewer just asked the question and the respondent
gavean answer. Therespondent may have paused or made acomment before answering, but did not ask
theinterviewer for clarification. A medium interaction wascodedif theinterviewer asked aquestion, the

respondent asked for clarification or for the interviewer to repeat the question, the interviewer provided
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clarification or repeated the question, and then the respondent answered the question. A highinteraction
wascoded if theinterviewer was required to repeat or clarify the question at least twice after theinitia
asking of the question. For example, theinterviewer asked aquestion, the respondent asked aquestion,
the interviewer replied, and then the respondent asked another question requiring areply. A high

interaction may indicate a problem with the question.
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II. EXPERIENCESIDENTIFYING SURVEY RESPONDENTS

A mgor chdlengein conducting asurvey of thereasonsfor FSP nonparticipationisto identify persons
who are eligiblefor food stamps but are not receiving them. While the FSP agencies maintain lists of
program participants, no listsexist of personswho aredigiblefor, but do not receive, food stamps. One
of themain purposes of the pretest wasto investigate whether itisfeasible, at areasonable cog, to identify
eligiblenonparticipantsfor thesurvey using random-digit-dialing (RDD) and ashort screening interview.
This chapter discusses our experience inidentifying both eligible program nonparticipants and program
participantsusing RDD. We dso discussour experience using lists of program participantsto locate FSP
participants eligible for the survey.

Two main criteriaare used to assess our successinidentifying personsdigiblefor the survey--the
response rate to the screening interview and survey costs. A low responserate is a cause for concern
because findings from the survey will be biased if persons who do respond to the interview differ
fundamentally from those who do not respond in their reasonsfor nonparticipation, experiences with food
stamps, or generd attitudes. Costisawaysaconcern, especiadly sofor asurvey about nonparticipation
for which the survey costsarelikely to be high. In addition to thesetwo criteria, we also examine how
many respondentsare determined digiblefor food stamps by our RDD screening interview, but later inthe
main questionnairesreport income, vehicles, and expensesthat suggest that they areineligiblefor food
stamps.

The remainder of this chapter isorganized into three sections. Section A discusses our experience

identifying respondentsusing RDD. Section B discusses our experienceidentifying participantsusing alig-
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frame. We summarize our main findingsand discusstheir implicationsfor administeringthesurvey ona

national scalein Section C.

A. RDD SCREENING

Toidentify personswho weredigiblefor food slampsbut not participating in the FSP, we used list-
asssted RDD sampling. It was®ligt-asssted” inthat we purchased lists of telephone numbersinthechosen
sitesfrom acommercial vendor. The vendor createsalist of all possible telephone numbersin an area,
including both those that are listed in the telephone directory and those that are not.

To decrease thenumber of businesstelephone numberson thelists, the vendor removesdl telephone
numbersthat arelisted in theyellow pages but not the white pages of thetelephone directory and restricts
the sampleto telephone numbersfor which thereisat least one known residentia tel egphone number with
thesame eight first digits (including areacode). However, even after these steps, the sample includes
telephone numbersthat are not in service and tel ephone numbers of businesses and other nonresidential
organizations. Sothesurvey interviewer’ sfirst task when calling atelephone number isto determine
whether the number isin service and belongsto aresidence. If the telephone number isfound to be
working and it belongs to aresidence, the screening interview is conducted to determine whether the

respondent is eligible for amain questionnaire.

1. Response Rates

Theresponserateto the RDD screening interview was about 60 percent. Whilethisresponserate
is about the average for recent RDD telephone interviews, this rate is still a cause for concern.
Nonresponseto asurvey generates uncertainty about the validity of the survey’ sfindings. If nonresponse

was completely random it would not be a problem. However, we generadly do not know whether or not
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itisrandom. If nonresponse varieswith characteristics of interest, therewill be nonresponse bias--the
observed findingswill differ from the findings that would have been observed if there had been no
nonresponse.

The response rate to an RDD screening interview has two components: (1) the rate at which the
interviewer can determinewhether thetel ephone number belongsto aresidence, and (2) therateat which
the respondent completesthe screening interview. Table 1.1 summarizes the components of the response

rate.

a. Determining Residential Status

Interviewerscaled 16,648 different telephone numbersinthe RDD sample. They determined whether
the number worked and belonged to aresidence for 13,870 numbers--a.completion rate for determining
residential status of 83 percent. Of these 13,870 numbers, 8,623 (62 percent) numbers belonged to
residencesand 5,247 (38 percent) numberswere either not working or belonged to businesses or other
nonresidential organizations. Theinterviewerscalled each number up to 40 timeson different daysand at
different times of the day before the number was*“retired.” Even so, interviewers could not determine
whether 2,778 telephone numbers belonged to a residence, mainly because no-one answered the
telephone.

The completion rate for determining resdentia status varies considerably between RDD surveys, but
itistypicaly over 90 percent. One explanation for the low completion rate for determining resdentia status
inthisstudy wasthat thefield period for the RDD survey wasonly threemonths. MPR’ sexperience has
shown that the completion rate can increase significantly if thefield period is extended, allowing more

attempts at obtaining an answer to atelephone call over alonger period of time.
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TABLEII.1

COMPLETION AND RESPONSE RATES TO THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW

Total Numbers Dialed 16,648
Residential Status Determined 13,870
Residential 8,623
Nonresidential 5,247
Residential Status Unknown? 2,778
Rate of Completing Determination of Residential Status® 83.3%
Residential Eligibility Rate® 62.2%
Eligible for Screening® 8,623
Eligibility Determined 6,155
Eligible for main questionnaire 576
Working nonparticipants® 355

Elderly nonparticipants® 191

Working participants® 54

Elderly participants® 48

Ineligible for main questionnaire 5,579
Eligibility Unknown 2,468
Hung-up during introduction 231
Refused after introduction 815
Refused during screening interview 1,282
Language or disability prevented completion of interview 140

Rate of Completing the Eligibility Screening Interview' 71.4%
Rate of Eligibility for Main Questionnaires’ 9.4%
Response Rate" 59.5%
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TABLE I1.1 (Continued)

NOTES:

& Cannot determinewhether the tel ephone belongsto aresidence. Inmost cases, thetelephonewas never
answered.

b Thenumber of telephone numbersfor which residentia statusisdetermined asapercentage of thenumber
of telephone numbers dialed.

¢The number of telephone numbers which belong to a residence as a percentage of the number of
telephone numbers for which the residential statusis determined.

4Telephone numbers that belong to a residence.

€ Eligible respondents who are in both working and elderly householdsare counted as both working and
elderly. We identified 484 nonparticipants and 92 participantsin total.

"The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of
respondents eligible for screening.

9The number of respondents found eligible for the main questionnaires as a percentage of the number of
respondents who completed the screening interview.

" The number of respondentswho completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of

residentia (both known and unknown) telephone numberscaled. Itisthe product of therate of completing
the determination of residential status and the rate of completing the eligibility screening interview.
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b. Determining Eligibility for the Survey
After determining that the telephone number belonged to aresidence, theinterviewer conducted a
short screening interview to determine whether the respondent was eligible for the survey. The
interview was designed so that most people who wereindigible for the survey completed the interview after
being asked only the first two questions. These questions asked about household size and whether
household income was less than an amount equal to 130 percent of the poverty threshold (an amount
dependent on the household’ ssize) If the respondent reported income of lessthan 130 percent of poverty,
theinterviewer then asked questions about whether the household contained either aworking or an elderly
person, food stamp recel pt, whether the househol d had recently been determined indigiblefor food slamps,
whether everyone in the household received TANF, GA, or SSI, and questions about the household’'s
assets. Wecount ascreening interview as* complete’ if the respondents answered sufficient questionsfor
usto determine whether the person waseligiblefor the survey. Wecompleted 6,155 screening interviews,
71 percent of the 8,623 telephone numbers that we determined belonged to residences.
The 2,458 persons who did not complete the screening interview can be divided into four broad
groups (see Table11.1):
1. Personswho hung-up the telephone during the introduction. Although the introduction
consisted of only four short sentences, this group comprised 9 percent of al respondentswho
did not. complete the screening interview and about 3 percent of al respondents dligiblefor
screening.
2. Personswho refused immediately after the introduction in the screening interview.
A further 33 percent of al respondentswho did not complete the screening interview (about
9 percent of al respondents) refused to answer any screening questions.
3. Personswho refused during the screening interview. Fifty-two percent of personswho

did not complete the screening interview (about 15 percent of all respondents) could not
answer or refused to answer a specific question in the screening interview.
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4. Persons who did not complete the screening interview because of language or

disahilities. Screening interviewswere conducted in English and Spanish.® About 6 percent

of respondents who did not complete a screening interview (2 percent of al respondents) did

not complete it because they spoke neither English nor Spanish or they weretoo ill or

incoherent to respond to an interview.
Just over 40 percent of the respondents who did not compl ete the screening interview were not even asked
thefirst question, suggesting that the length of the screening interview was not an important contributor to
NoNresponse.

To explorewhether there were specific questionsthat discouraged persons from completing the RDD
screening interview, we present a summary of the nonresponse to each questionin Table11.2. If a
respondent did not answer one of these questions, the screening interview was concluded after that
guestion. With one exception, the questions are listed in the order they are asked on the screening
interview. Theexceptionisthe question about whether the respondent had applied for food slampswithin
the past threeyears. Thisquestion was asked after the question about the receipt of food stampsbut only
of those respondents who received food stampsin the current or previousmonth. The second, third, and
fourth columns present the percentage of respondents who did not respond to each question (either
because they refused the question or because they said they did not know the answer) as a percentage of
all respondentsasked the question.’® Thelast column presentsthe percentage of al respondentswho did
not respond to the question asapercent of all respondentswho did not complete the screening interview.

A griking finding from Tablell.2 isthat nearly 10 percent of people who were asked thefirst question

(about how many people lived in their household) refused to answer it. Nearly 57 percent

°Just over 1 percent (103) of the RDD screening interviews were conducted in Spanish.
1°The denominator includes respondents who did not respond to later questions.
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TABLEII.2

DISTRIBUTION OF POINTS AT WHICH THE RESPONDENT BROKE OFF THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW

Percentage of Respondents Who Did Not Respond to the Question

Of All Respondents Who Broke Off

Of All Respondents Asked the Question During the Screening Interview
Don't Total

Question? Refused Know Nonresponse Total Nonresponse
sl. How many people live in your household? 9.6 0.2 9.8 56.9
slalab  Isyour income less than (130% of poverty)? 5.0 17 6.8 35.5
s2. Did you receive food stamps this month or last? 0.6 0.3 0.9 1.0
sA/5 Does anyone in your household work?

Is anyone in your household over age 607 0.8 0 0.8 0.8
s7. Does anyone in your household own avehicle? 0.5 0.2 0.7 0.5
s8. Was the vehicle manufactured in the previous 5 years? 0.5 0.7 1.2 0.5
s13. Is your cash and money in checking and savings accounts less than

($2,000/$3,000)? 5.2 23 75 3.8
sl4. Do you have any other assets? 0.7 0.7 14 0.5
s15. Are these other assets |ess than ($2,000/$3,000)? 0 4.6 4.6 0.2
s16. Isthe value of all your assets |ess than ($2,000/$3,000)? 0 0 0 0
sl9a. Did you apply within the previous three years? 0.9 2.6 35 0.9
Total number of respondents who began the screening interview - - 7,437 -
Total number of respondents who broke off during the screening interview - - - 1,282

NOTES:

aThe questions have been paraphrased for brevity.

bThe screening interview is considered incomplete if the respondent did not respond to both the question of whether the household contains a working person and the question about
whether the household contains an elderly person. The question numbers for participants are s23 and s24.



of all persons who began the interview but did not complete it, refused to answer the first question.
Including personswho refused before or during the introduction, over 70 percent of al personswho did
not complete the screening interview refused before the interviewer asked the second question.

The second question asked whether the respondent’ s househol d income was less than an amount
approximately equal to 130 percent of poverty for the respondent’ shousehold size* Eventhoughthisis
asengtive question and asked early in the interview, only about 5 percent of persons asked the question
refused and just lessthan 2 percent of personssaid they did not know the answer. Nonresponseto this
guestion accounts for about 36 percent of al persons who began the screening interview but did not
completeit. Personswho did not answer thefirst two questions account for 92 percent of the personswho
were asked the first question but did not complete the screening interview.

In an attempt to decrease nonresponse to the income question, one week into the pretest survey we
added an interviewer probe to the income question. If arespondent either answered “don’t know” or
refused to answer theincome question, the interviewer said to the respondent “ We do not need to know
your income, we only need to know if your income is below a certain amount. Your response will
be kept confidential” and then repeated the income question to the respondent. This probe was
successful in reducing nonresponseto the question. Of the 444 timesthe probe was used, the respondent
answered theincome question after the probe (after initialy refusing to answer thequestion) 77 times-—-a
rate of converting refusals of 17 percent.

As expected, the questions about assets also proved to be sengitive and difficult. The RDD screening

interview included four questions about respondents’ assets: (1) whether therespondent’ sliquid assets

HThe CATI system automatically selected the appropriate income threshold for the reported
household size. Theincome threshold was rounded to the nearest fifty dollars so that it would not givethe
impression that the respondent needed to know the exact amount of his or her household income.
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(cash and resourcesin checking and savings accounts) exceeded the asset threshold for FSP digibility, 2
(2) whether the respondent had any other assets, (3) whether the amount of these other assets exceeded
the asset threshold for FSP digibility, and (4) whether the liquid assets and other assets together exceeded
the asset threshold for FSP eligibility.

Of the persons asked thefirst asset question, over 5 percent refused to answer the question and over
2 percent did not know the answer. Of respondents asked this question, a higher proportion of persons
refused to answer it than refused to answer the income questions. The nonresponse to the second asset
guestion was very low. Thethird asset question--whether the amount of other assets exceeded the asset
threshold for FSP digibility--caused some difficulties. Whileno-oneinthe pretest refused to answer the
guestion, nearly 5 percent of those asked did not know the answer to the question. This reflects the
difficulty of the question. All the persons asked the fourth question responded to the question.

Despiterelatively high nonresponse rates to the asset questions, only 4.5 percent of al people who
broke off during the screening interview did so because of these questions. Thisisbecausethe questions
wereasked | ater intheinterview when many respondents had either already beenfoundindigible for the
survey or had refused to answer a prior question.

The question about whether the respondent last applied for food stamps within the previousthree
years, asked of participants, aso proved somewhat problematic. Although lessthan 1 percent of persons
asked this question refused to answer it, nearly 3 percent could not answer it. Thisisadifficult question
for respondentsto answer--they need to think back over aperiod of severd years; and whilefor program

adminigtratorsan “application” isawell-defined term, it may be aconfusing term to food stamp recipients.

The CATI system automatically sdlected the appropriate threshold based on whether the household
contained an elderly person.
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The date the respondent last applied for food stamps can be easily confused with the date the respondent
first applied for food stamps or the date the respondent last recertified.

The other questionsin the screening interview had low rates of item nonresponse. Respondentsdid
not have any difficulties answering questions about whether they received food stamps, whether their
householdincluded aworking or an €lderly person, whether they owned avehicle, or whether thevehicle

was manufactured in the previous five years.

c. Overall Response Rates

The overall response rate to the screening interview was just under 60 percent. Following the
recommendation of the Council of American Survey Research Organizations (CASRO 1982), theresponse
rate was calculated as the number of completed screening interviews as a percent of the number of
residentia units, both known and unknown. The number of unknown residential unitswas estimated by
assuming that the proportion of residential telephone numbersamong tel ephone numbersinwhich the
residentia status was unknown isthe same asthe proportion of residential telephone numbers among
telephone number for which theresidentid statuswasknown. Using thisestimate, the overdl responserate
isequa to the product of the completion rate for determining resdential status and the completion rate for
determining eligibility for the main questionnaire.

Response ratesfor RDD interviews are typically low. Inareview of 39 RDD surveys, Massey,
O’ Connor, and Krotki (1997) found that the average response rate was 62 percent. About one-half of the
surveys had response rates between 60 and 70 percent. One-third of the surveys had response rates
below 60 percent. Only about one-sixth of the surveys had response rates above 70 percent. The
response rate to the pretest screening interview isin the same range as found in previous RDD surveys,

even though it asks difficult and sensitive questions.
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Both the completion and response rates varied by site, asillustrated in Table 1.3, Theresponserate
varied from just under 50 percent in Bostonto just over 70 percent intherural county in Minnesota. Both
the completion rate for determining residential status and the completion rate to the interview were lowest
inthebig city stesof Bostonand Philadelphia, and highest in therural Stein Minnesota. Low response
ratesin large metropolitan areas, especidly in the Northeast of the United States, have been found in other
studies (Cohen and Carlson 1992 and Kristal et al. 1993). If we exclude respondents from Boston and
Philadel phiafrom our sample, the response rate to the pretest increases nearly three percentage pointsto

over 62 percent.

2. Resource Requirementsfor Identifying Respondents Using RDD

Animportant factor in designing any survey isitscost. Because householdsthat are éigible for food
stampsare not common, an RDD survey requires many phone callsto identify FSP-dligible households.
Thefocusonworking and e derly householdsaddsto thedifficulty of finding respondentseligiblefor the
survey. Thissection beginswith adiscussion of the rate at which we found respondentsdigible for themain
questionnaires, and then discussesthe reasonswe found respondentsineligible for themain questionnaires.

We concludethe section with adiscusson of theamount of time spent by interviewerson RDD screening.

a. Rateat Which We Found Respondents Eligible for the Survey

Themost important determinant of the cost of the RDD screening interview isthe number of callsthat
need to be madeto identify thetarget number of respondents. One of the main determinants of thisisthe
eligibility rate--the number of respondents that we find are eligible for the survey as a percent of the
number of respondentswho completed ascreeninginterview. Thedigibility ratesare presentedin Table

I1.4, separately by site and by working nonparticipants, elderly
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TABLEII.3

COMPLETION AND RESPONSE RATESTO THE
RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW, BY SITE

Completion Ratefor ~ Response Rate

Completion Rate for Determining to RDD

| dentifying Eligibility for Main Screening
Site Residential Status® Questionnaires® Interview®
Urban
Suffolk, MA (Boston) 73.6 67.5 49.7
Galveston, TX 84.4 71.8 60.6
Adams, CO (Denver) 85.8 71.6 61.4
Philadelphia, PA 80.5 67.8 54.6
Ramsey, MN (Minneapolis) 84.4 74.8 63.1
Durham, NC 85.2 71.2 60.6
Rural
Bedford, PA 89.4 74.0 66.2
Murray, MN 90.9 77.6 70.6
All 83.3 714 59.5

NOTES:

aThe number of telephone numbersfor which residentia statusis determined as a percentage of the number
of telephone numbers dialed.

®The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of
respondents eligible for screening.

“The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of
residential (both known and unknown) telephone numbers called.
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TABLEIl.4

RATE AT WHICH RESPONDENTS TO THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW
WERE FOUND TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES, BY SITE

Nonparticipants Participants
Percentin  Percent

Site Poverty Elderly Working  Elderly All2 Working  Elderly All2 Total

Urban

Suffolk, MA (Boston) 18 16 3.6 2.3 5.8 0.5 0.5 0.9 6.7

Galveston, TX 16 15 7.1 35 9.4 0.8 0.8 1.3 10.7

Adams, CO (Denver) 10 11 5.6 2.3 7.1 0.6 0.4 0.9 8.1

Philadelphia, PA 20 20 10.1 4.5 12.9 2.2 1.7 3.7 16.6

Ramsey, MN (Minneapolis) 11 16 55 4.2 8.6 0.8 0.8 13 9.9

Durham, NC 12 14 4.2 2.8 6.0 0.6 0.8 1.3 7.3

Rural

Bedford, PA 14 21 6.4 4.8 10.0 04 0 04 104

Murray, MN 14 26 55 4.2 8.6 0.8 0.8 12 9.9

All 13 17° 55 31 7.9 0.9 0.8 15 94
NOTES:

aTherate for al nonparticipants/participantsis not equal to the sum of the rates for the working and elderly because some households contain both a
working and an elderly person.

b The national rate for the U.S.



nonparticipants, working participants, and el derly participants. Assomehouseholds (about 12.5 percent)
contain both working and elderly persons, the sum of the digibility ratesfor working nonparticipants (or
participants) and e derly nonparticipants (or participants) exceedsthe overal digibility rate for identifying
respondentsin either working or elderly households.*®

Overdl, wefound 576 personseligiblefor one of the main questionnaires out of 6,155 personswho
completed the screening interview--an eigibility rate of 9.4 percent. Of the personswho completed the
screeninginterview, wefound 6.6 percent who met our criteriafor the working questionnairesand 3.9
percent who met our criteriafor the elderly questionnaires.*

Estimates using survey data from the 1994 Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP)
suggest that just over 5 percent of U.S. households are ligible for the FSP and contain a person who
works, and just lessthan 5 percent of U.S. households are eligible for the FSP and contain an elderly
person (Stavrianos 1997). Our findings on the prevaence of FSP-eligible working and ederly households
aresimilar.

We were surprised by the relatively high number of nonparticipants we found for each participant.
For every 100 people who completed the screening interview, we identified 7.9 FSP-eligible
nonparticipants (in either working or elderly households) and 1.5 participants (in either working or ederly
households). We found more than five nonparticipantsfor every participant, about Six times as many

working nonparticipantsfor every oneworking partici pant, and about four e derly nonparticipantsfor every

B)f wefound that ahousehold contained an el derly and aworking person, we only administered one
guestionnaire to the household. The CATI system determined randomly whether the respondent was
administered aworking or an elderly questionnaire.

¥The sum of these two percentages exceeds 9.4 percent because a respondent could be igible for
both aworking and an elderly questionnaire.
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one elderly participant. Stavrianos (1997) estimated that in 1994 there was just over one working
nonparticipant for every oneworking participant and just under two elderly nonparticipantsfor every one
elderly participant.

There arefour possible explanationsfor the discrepancy between our findings and thefindingsin
Stavrianos (1997). First, we screened out any participant who said that they last applied for food stamps
more than three years ago. Aswe show later, our findings suggest that without this screen we would
increase the number of participants that we identified by about 82 percent.

Second, the earlier study used datafrom 1994 while our findings are based oninformation collected
a the beginning of 1998. Since welfare reform there has been a decrease in participation in many welfare
programs, including the FSP, that cannot be explained by the decreasein poverty rates (which areusualy
good measures of FSP eligibility rates). Thiswould suggest a decrease in the FSP participation rate.

Third, respondents may have stated in the screening interview that they do not recelve food stamps
wheninfact they do. FSP participation istypically underreported in survey data. Comparisons of FSP
operations dataand 1992 SI PP data suggest that FSP participation is underreported by about 22 percent
inthe SIPP (Trippe and Sykes 1994). For this reason, Stavrianos used estimates of the number of FSP
participantsfrom FSP operations datarather than the SIPP. If thisexplanation istrue, thiswould cause
some concern because it suggests that some of the persons we believe are nonparticipants arein fact
participants. We do not think thisis a serious concern, as no respondent to a main nonparticipant
guestionnaire later reved ed that they were in fact a participant when asked about the reasonsfor their

nonparticipation.
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Fourth, itispossiblethat theresponserateto an RDD screening interview islower for participantsthan
for nonparticipants.™> Asmost personswho did not completetheinterview had broken off by thetimewe
asked about participation, we cannot tell whether the response rate differed between participants and
nonparticipants. (Although we do know the completion rate to the main questionnaire was higher for
participants.) If the response rates do differ between participantsand nonparticipants, thiswould bea
concern asit suggests differencesin the rate of response that depend on factorsrelated to the decison to
participate.

Thedigibility ratevaried by stefromlessthan 7 percent in Boston to about 17 percent in Philadel phia
Thedifferencesinthedigibility ratereflect differencesin poverty ratesand the percent el derly inthe survey
sites. Siteswith high poverty rates and/or large elderly populations, such as Philadelphia, Bedford, and
Murray, have high digibility rates. Siteswithlow poverty ratesand smaller elderly populations, such as
Ramsey (Minneapolis), havelower digibility rates. However, the poverty rates and the percent of the
population who are elderly do not explain al the differences--we found higher rates of eligibility in
Galveston than in Boston, despite Boston having a high poverty rate and a higher prevalence of elderly
persons than Galveston.

It isimportant to remember that the sites were selected only from counties which had poverty rates
of 10 percent or higher, and Philadel phiaand Murray were selected only from counties which aso had 20
percent of more of the population over age 60. In nationally-representative sites, we would expect the

eligibility ratesto belower. Based on an average of the éigibility ratesin the four Steswith lower rates of

BThisexplanation isa so consistent with the underreporting of FSP participation found in the SI PP.
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poverty and lesselderly populations,*® wewould expect thedigibility ratefor anationaly-representative

sample to be around 9 percent.

b. Reasons Respondents Were Found Ineligible for the Survey

The reasons respondents werefound indigible for the survey are presented in Table11.5. Thereasons
arelisted inthe order they are used in the screening interview to screen out respondents. All respondents
are first asked about the size of their household and whether their household income
exceeds 130 percent of poverty. Respondentswho report household income below that level and that they
do not receive food stamps need to satisfy six additional screening criteriato be eligible for the main
guestionnaires:

1. No-oneinthehousehold can have beeninformed that he or shewasindigiblefor food stamps

in either the current or previous month
2. The household must contain either aworking or elderly person
3. The household must not own a vehicle that was manufactured in the past five years

4. Thehousehold'scash and assetsin checking and savings accounts must not exceed the FSP
eligibility threshold

5. Other household assets must not exceed the FSP eligibility threshold

6. The value of al household assets must not exceed the FSP eligibility threshold

Thelast four screening criteriaare not applied if everyonein therespondent’ shousehold receives TANF,
GA, SSl, or other welfare benefits because the household is considered categorically eigiblefor food

stamps. Two additional screensare gpplied to participants: (1) they must have applied within thelast three

¥These sites are Galveston (Texas), Adams (Colorado), Ramsey (Minnesota), and Durham (North
Carolina).
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TABLEII.5

REASONS RESPONDENTS TO THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW WERE FOUND INELIGIBLE
FOR THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES

Number of Respondents Found Ineligible For

Number of Respondents® Each Reason as Percent of:
Found Ineligible All Respondents All Respondents
for Reason Who Who Were Found Who Answered the
Reason Answered the Ineligible Question
Questions
Income exceeds 130% of poverty 4,716 6,155 84.5 76.6

Nonparticipants

Had recently been informed that they were

ineligible for food stamps 32 1,095 0.6 2.9
Neither aworking nor an elderly personin the

household 207 1,063 3.7 20.2
Owned vehicle less than 5 years ol d® 194 856 35 22.7
Cash and assets in checking and savings accounts

exceeded limitP 142 662 25 215
Other nonliquid assets exceeded limit® 29 520 0.5 5.6
Total assets exceeded limit® 7 491 0.1 14

Passed all screens - 484 - -
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TABLE 11.5 (Continued)

Number of Respondents Found Ineligible For

Number of Respondents® Each Reason as Percent of:
Found Indligible All Respondents All Respondents
for Reason Who Who Were Found Who Answered the
Reason Answered the Ineligible Question
Questions
Participants

Last applied more than three years previously 155 344 2.8 45.1

Inconsistent response to question about when they

last received food stamps® 9 189 0.2 4.8

Neither aworking nor an elderly person in the

household 88 180 16 48.9

Passed all screens - 92 - 92

Total Number Of Respondents Who Completed a

Screening Interview - 6,155 - 6,155
Total Number of Respondents Found Ineligible 5,579 - 5,579 -

NOTES:
2 Only includes respondents who completed the screening interview.

® This question is skipped if the respondent reports that everyone in the household receives TANF, GA, or SSI.

¢Persons responded that they had received food stamps this month or last to question s2 but then responded that they had received last food stamps
more then one month ago when asked when they had last received food stamps in question s19.



years, and (2) the household must contain either aworking or an elderly person. Assoon asarespondent
indicatesthat they are not digible by not “passng ascreen” the interviewer endstheinterview by thanking
the respondent for his or her time.

For most respondents, a household income above the FSP digibility threshold was the reason they
were found ineligible for the main questionnaire. About 85 percent of all ineligible respondentswere
ineligible because their income wastoo high, and 77 percent of respondents who were asked about their
income reported that their income exceeded 130 percent of poverty.

Thequestion about whether the househol d contained aworking or €l derly person screened out about
20 percent of the nonparticipant households and nearly 49 percent of the participant households.

The asset questions a so screened out quite alarge number of nonparticipant households. If we had
not asked the asset questions, the main questionnaires would have been administered to 856
nonparticipants, nearly twice the number of nonparticipants (484) who actually passed al the screens.
Many nonparticipantswho werein fact ineligible woul d have been admini stered the main questionnaires
if we had not included the asset screens. Table 1.6 presents the number of nonparticipants who did not
pass the asset screens, broken down by whether the respondent is working or elderly. Although the
differencesare not large, respondents from working househol dswere more likely than respondentsfrom
elderly householdstofail the vehicletest and respondentsfrom elderly househol dswere morelikely than
the ones from working households to have cash or other assets that exceeded the threshold.

About 45 percent of participants said that they had not applied for food stampsin the previousthree
years and o were screened out. If this question had not been used as a screen, we estimate that we would

have identified 167 participants for the main questionnaire, about 82 percent more than
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TABLEII.6

FAILURE TO PASS ASSET SCREENS IN RDD INTERVIEW, BY TYPE OF RESPONDENT

Working? Elderly®
Number of Percent of Number of Respondents Percent of
Respondents Respondents Respondents
Who Were Who Who Passed Who Were Who Who Passed
Found Passed Previous Screens Found Passed Previous Screens
Ineligible  Previous Found Ineligible Ineligible  Previous Found Ineligible
Reason for Reason  Screens for Reason for Reason  Screens for Reason
Owned vehicle less than five
yearsold 157 635 24.7 65 327 19.9
Cash and assets in checking
and savings accounts exceeded
limit 96 478 20.1 58 262 221
Other nonliquid assets
exceeded limit 21 382 55 12 204 59
Tota assets exceeded limit 6 361 1.7 1 192 0.5
NOTES:

b Respondentsin a household that contains an elderly person. The household may also contain a working person.

@ Respondents in a household that contains a working person. The household may also contain an elderly person.



the 92 that we actually identified. We used this question as a screen because the survey asks participants
about their experiences applying for food stamps and we did not want to include participants who last
applied many years ago. Despite the relatively high nonresponse to this question (see Table 11.3), the
proportion of pretest participants screened out because they applied within three years (55 percent) isthe
same as the proportion of FSP participants that applied within the last three yearsin a cross-sectional
sample of FSP participantsin the 1991 SIPP (Gleason, Schochet, and Moffitt 1998).

Another screenfor the participants merits somediscussion. We asked personswho said they received
food stamps, when they last received food stamps and the amount they received. Nine respondents said
they last recelved food stamps more than two months previoudy. Asthisdirectly contradicts the response
that these persons gave earlier in the screening interview that they had received food stampsin the current

or previous month, we treated these respondents as ineligible for the survey.

c. Interviewer Time Spent on RDD Screening

The most important determinant of the cost of asurvey isthe number of hours spent by the telephone
interviewers on the screening. The amount of time spent by interviewers on RDD screening during the
pretestisshownin Tablell.7. Time spent screening includesall time spent by telephone interviewers
conducting the screening.’”  Thisincludes time spent logging on to the CATI system, calling numbers,
determining whether the number belongsto aresidence, talking with supervisors, and time between calls.

Tablell.7 aso presents the average number of times each telephone number was caled during the pretest.

YThe estimates were made using eectronic records of thelength of timeinterviewers spent logged on
tothe RDD CATI program, dectronic records of thelength of timeinterviewersspent logged onto thelist-
frame CATI program, interviewer-recorded time spent administering the main questionnaires, and records
of hours worked from the interviewers' time-sheets.
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A tota of 46 telephoneinterviewers™® spent 3,347 hoursidentifying the 576 persons digible for the
main questionnaires--about 5.8 hoursfor each eligible respondent. Each telephone number wascalled
between 1 and 40 times. On average, each number was called 5.4 times. The interviewers spent an
average of 12 minutes per telephone number on screening.

Most of the interviewers' time was spent not on conducting interviews, but on dialing numbers,
determining residential status, and attempting to persuade therespondentsto completetheinterview. The
RDD screening interview took on average less than four minutes.

Theamount of interview time required to identify respondents usng RDD isdriven by the amount of
timeit takesto identify the type of respondent that isleast prevaent in the population. The additiona cost
of identifying other types of respondents that are more prevaent in the population is negligible because
types of respondents with ahigher prevalence are identified in the course of screening for the target
population with thelowest prevaence. For example, because € derly nonparticipantsarelessprevaent than
working nonparticipants, theamount of timerequired to identify 1,000 el derly nonparticipantsand 1,000
working nonparticipants will not be much more than the amount of timeit takesto find 1,000 elderly
nonparticipants and no working nonparticipants.

Table 11.8 illustrates how many telephone numbers would need to be called to identify 100
respondents of each type and how much interviewer time it would take to screen each eigible respondent.

These estimates are based on the assumptions that the response rate for each type of

BNot all of theinterviewersworked throughout the pretest. Asistypical, therewas some attrition of
the interviewers and in later stages of the pretest we used only the more productive interviewers.
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TABLEII.7

NUMBERS CALLED, TIMES EACH NUMBER DIALED, AND TIME SPENT ON
INTERVIEWING: RDD SCREENING

Telephone numbers called 16,648
Average times number was dialed 54
Total time spent on screening (hours)? 3,347
Average time spent screening per number called (minutes) 12
Average time spent screening per eligible respondent (hours) 5.8

NOTE:

4ncludesal time spent by tel ephoneinterviewerson RDD screening. Thisincludestime spentlogging into
the CATI system, calling numbers, determining residential status, talking with supervisors, and time between
cals.
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TABLE .8

ESTIMATES OF RESOURCES REQUIRED TO IDENTIFY SURVEY
RESPONDENTS USING RDD

With Eligibility Rate Expected
With Nationally-Representative

With Pretest Eligibility Rate? Sites”
Numbers Average Time Numbers Average Time
Cdled to Spent Screening Cdled to Spent Screening
[dentify 100 Per Eligible Identify 100 Per Eligible
Eligible Respondent Eligible Respondent
Respondent Group Respondents (Hours) Respondents (Hours)
Working nonparticipants 4,690 94 4,896 9.8
Elderly nonparticipants 8,716 175 9,100 18.3
Working participants 30,830 61.9 32,187 64.7
Elderly participants 34,683 69.7 36,209 72.8

NOTES:

2|n the pretest we found that 9.4 percent of respondents who compl eted the RDD screening interview were
eligible for the survey.

®\We expect that with nationally-representative sites, only about 9.0 percent of respondents who complete
the RDD screening interview would be eligiblefor the survey. Thisincreases the number of calls that need
to be made by 4.4 percent (9.4/9.0 = 1.044).
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respondent isthe same, and the amount of time spent calling each telephone number isthe sameasit was
inthe pretest. The estimates presented in the second and third columns are based on the rate at which we
found personséeligiblefor thesurvey inthe pretest. However, asurvey to obtain anationdly-representative
samplecould not belimited, asthe pretest was, to sitesthat do not havelow poverty ratesor small elderly
populations.  So we present in the fourth and fifth columns the number of calls needed and thetimeit would
take to make the calls based on an estimate of the digibility rate in nationaly-representative stes. We
estimatethat wewould need to call 4.4 percent moretel gphone numbersin nationa ly-representative sites
than we did in the pretest to identify the same number of respondents.*®

Because of the nature of an RDD survey, the amount of time required to identify one type of
respondent ishigher thanthe cost of identifying either aworking nonparticipant or an e derly nonparticipant
or aworking participant or an elderly participant aswedid inthe pretest (see Tablel1.7). Weestimate
that it would take an average of nearly 10 hours of interviewer timeto identify one working nonparticipant
and over 18 hoursof interviewer timeto identify oneelderly nonparticipant in anationaly-representative
survey. Toidentify 1,000 working nonparticipants and 1,000 e derly nonparticipantsfor anationd survey
would require interviewers to spend about the same time as it would take to identify 1,000 elderly
nonparticipants--18,300 hours.

Participantsfrom either working or ederly householdsare difficult toidentify usng RDD. Tablell.8
showsthat it takes an enormous number of hoursto identify a participant from either aworking or an
elderly household. Hence, it would not be efficient to identify participants usng RDD unlessit wasinthe

courseof identifying nonparticipants. Based on our pretest findings, we estimate that wewould identify 15

¥Inthe pretest, the digibility rate was 9.4 percent. We estimate that in nationally-representative sites
the eligibility rate would be 9.0 percent.
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working participants in the course of identifying 100 working nonparticipants (aratio of participantsto
nonparticipantsof 1to 6.6) and wewould identify 25 elderly participantsin the course of identifying 100

elderly nonparticipants (aratio of participants to nonparticipants of 1 to 4.0).

3. Further Eligibility Testsfor Respondents Who Passthe RDD Screening I nterview

Animportant purpose of the RDD screening interview wasto identify respondentswho were likely
to beeligiblefor food stamps. How well did it do? We cannot determine for sure whether respondents
who passed thetestsin the screening interview are FSP-eligible. To do so would require arespondent to
submit to thefull FSP application process.?® However, thelong nonparticipant questionnaires did ask for
detailed information about income, expenses, vehicles, and U.S. citizenship, information that can beused
to make a more accurate determination of eligibility than was made in the screening interview.?

To check the FSP-dligibility of nonparticipantsin our sample, we divided the 165 respondentswho
wereadministered long nonparti cipant questionnairesinto threegroups: (1) respondentsin householdswith
no elderly or disabled persons, (2) respondents in households with disabled persons and no elderly
persons, and (3) respondentsin households with ederly persons2 The FSP digibility rules differ dightly
for each of these groups.

Using thedatafrom thelong questionnaires, we gpplied four FSP-digibility teststo the nonparticipant

respondents.

\Wed so havenoinformation onwhether the screening interview screened out respondentswho were
FSP-eligible.

2Thelong questionnairesdid not ask about the amount of the household’ sfinancial assets. These
guestions were viewed as too difficult and sensitive.

ZFour of the respondentsin the third group were administered aworking questionnaire because their
households contained a working and an elderly person.
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C Wastheir total household income lessthan 130 percent of poverty? Thistest applies
only to respondents from nonelderly nondisabled households. Thistest wasaso appliedin
the screening interview. However, in the main questionnaire, respondents are asked to
provide data on their income by source, with theinterviewer naming each potential source.
Thisislikely tolead to less underreporting of income than when respondents are just asked
about their total household income, without any probing about sources.

C Wastheir net household incomelessthan 100 percent of poverty? Thisnet incometest
isgpplied to al householdsthat apply for food stamps. Net incomeistotal householdincome
minus six deductions: (1) a standard deduction of $134, (2) an earnings deduction of 20
percent of earnedincome, (3) out-of-pocket costs of dependent care up to amaximum per
month, (4) medical expenses of elderly or disabled persons that exceed $35 per person, (5)
legd ly-owed child support payments made by anoncustodia parent of achild living outside
the household, and (6) shelter costsin excess of 50 percent of remaining grossincome after
applying all other deductions, subject to acap of $250 for nonel derly nondisabled househol ds.

C Wasthe countable value of household vehicles greater than the asset limit? The FSP
eligibility criterionisthat countable household assets must not exceed $2,000, unless the
household iselderly and then they must not exceed $3,000. Thevaue of vehiclesisoftena
large component of the assets of |ow-income households (McConnell 1997). The FSP counts
assetsinahousehold' sfirst vehicleand vehicles used to commute to work asthefair market
vaue of thevehiclein excess of $4,650. They count assetsin other vehicles aseither thefair
market valuein excess of $4,650 or the equity inthevehicle, whichever islarger. Usingthe
pretest datawe check whether thetotal val ue of ahousehold’ s vehicles minus $4,650 exceeds
the appropriate FSP asset limit.

C IsthereanyU.S. citizen in thehousehold? With some exceptions, only U.S.citizensare
eligiblefor food samps. Using our pretest data, we check whether everyonein the household
isaU.S. citizen.

Thenumbersof nonparticipant respondentsto thelong questionnaireswho do not pass each of these

testsare presented in Table11.9. Out of 165 respondents, 63 or about 38 percent failed one or more of

the four tests using the datain the main questionnaires. So, asignificant proportion of the nonparticipants

in our sample may not be eligible for food stamps.
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TABLEII.9

NUMBER OF NONPARTICIPANT RESPONDENTS WHO PASSED THE RDD SCREENING INTERVIEW BUT SEEM TO BE
INELIGIBLE BASED ON INFORMATION GIVEN IN THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES

Nonelderly Nondisabled Nonelderly Disabled Elderly All Households

Failed Eligibility Test Households Households Households

Gross income test 36 -2 -2 36

Net income test 24 4 17 45

Value of the household vehicles minus $4,650 5

exceeds countable asset threshold 3 --b 2

No U.S. citizen in household 5 1 0 6

Failed at least one of the eligibility tests’ 41 5 17 63

Samplesize 73 13 79 165
NOTES:

2 Elderly and disabled households are not subject to the gross income eligibility test.
b\/ehicles used to transport disabled persons are not countable assets. Hence, we did not subject disabled households to the vehicle test.

“Thisis not the column total because households may fail more than one test.



Wefound that disabled and derly householdswerelesslikely to befound indigible with the additiona
information than householdswith earnings. Wefound that out of 73 respondents from househol dswithout
elderly or disabled persons 36 (49 percent) failed the grossincome test based on income reported | ater
inthe main questionnaire. Of these, 30 respondents failed because their earnings exceeded 130 percent
of poverty. These respondents reported gross household income less than 130 percent of poverty at the
beginning of theinterview but then later in the interview reported awage rate and hours worked incong stent
with that low a household income.

It may bethat the earningsreported in the main questionnaires do not reflect the household earnings
for that month. The respondent was askedfor the*“usud” number of weekly hoursworked and the“usud”
hourly wage rate for workersin the household. But it could bethat the workersin the household had not
worked the “usua” number of hours that month. We a so found that 19 percent of participants, who
presumably are FSP-eligibl e, reported earningsand other incomeinthe main questionnaire that exceeded
130 percent of poverty. Thiswould be consistent with this explanation for the discrepancy.?

Another explanation for the discrepancy is that respondents either misreported their aggregate
household income in the screening interview or missreported their earningsin the main questionnaires.
Previous studies have found that incomeis more likely to be underreported when the question asksfor
aggregate income rather than income by source (Citro and Michael 1995).

The net income test failed the most respondents, mainly because this test was applicable to al
respondents. Wedid not include questionsto calculate any FSP deductionsin the screening interview
because to apply the net income test would require too many detailed and sengitive questions to include

inascreeninginterview. Few respondents had countabl e vehi cle assets more than the threshold, suggesting

2In Chapter 111, we recommend modifying the questions about earnings in the main questionnaires.
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that the cutoff for the age of the vehicles used in the screening interview worked well. Few respondents
were in households that contained no U.S. citizens. This may, however, differ if the survey was

administered in other areas of the country, such as Californiaor New Y ork.

B. LIST-FRAME SCREENING

While lists of persons who are eligible for food stamps but choose not to receive them are not
available, the Food Stamp Program does maintain eectronic listsof FSP participants. Theselistscan be
used asasampleframefor asurvey. For the survey pretest, we used both the program listssand RDD to
identify working and elderly participants for the survey.

We asked the ix states participating in the study to provide lists of names, addresses, and telephone
numbersof current FSP participantswho had | ast applied for food ssampswithin the previousthreeyears
and who werein households with earnings or householdsthat contained an elderly person. All stateskeep
someéectronic dataof current FSP participants as part of their adminigtrative systemsfor issuing benefits.
Most states keep these dataat the state level and can send the data.on computer tape or disk.* Wefound
that states could send uslists of FSP participants with an indicator for which households were elderly.
However, some statesdid not have datareadily available on whether the household had earnings and so
sent usligts of participantswho werein dderly householdsand lists of participantsin nonelderly households.
All thegtateshad difficulty providing uswith the datethe participant last gpplied. Hence, our sampleframe
included some househol dsthat did not contain either aworking or el derly person and FSP participants

whose most recent application for food stamps was more than three years ago.

*Some states in which the FSP is county-administered may keep their data at the county level.
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The states provided us with data on the names of the participants, their addresses, telephone numbers
(when they were available), and the names of their caseworkers. After sampling participantsfrom these
lists, we sent lists of the names of the participantsto thelocal FSP officesfor the caseworkersto check
whether we had the most recent telephone number and address. Once these were checked, we then
mailed each FSP participant with aworking telephone aletter describing the study and informing the
participant that we would be calling them shortly to interview them.

Obtaining the datafrom the state agencies and the corrected tel ephone numbersfrom the loca offices
took consderabletime. We approached the state agenciesto request the datain August 1997, requesting
data on persons who were receiving food stamps in September or October. We received the first set of
datain November. However, we had still not received al the datain January 1998 when the RDD survey
began. Thelocal offices needed two or three weeksto provide us with updated lists of telephone numbers.
These delays meant we could not begin the list-frame survey until mid-February. Hence, even at the
beginning of the pretest of thelist-frame screening, our lissswerefour or five monthsout of date. By April,
at the end of the pretest, the data were six or seven months out of date.

Thissection discusses our experiencein usng the lig-frameto identify FSP participantsfor the survey
pretest. We compareit with the RDD survey interms of both response rates and interviewer time spent

on the survey.
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1. Response Rates

The responserate to the list-frame screening interview was similar to the response rate to the RDD
screening interview. Table 11.10 summarizes the number of completes at each stage of the screening. We
dialed 253 different tel ephone numbers and were able to | ocate the participant and compl ete an interview
for 151 of these numbers--a response rate of 60 percent.
The completion and responseratesto thelist-framescreening interview for each Steare presented in Table
[1.11. Asfor the RDD screening interview, we found the response rates were highest in the rural sitesand

lowest in the urban sites.

a. Locating Respondents

The main reason for nonresponse was the difficulty in locating respondents. The respondent was not
reached at the listed telephone number in 79 of the 253 cases (31 percent). Thiswas mostly because when
we called the number the tel ephone had been disconnected or reassigned to a person who was not the

respondent. We called directory assistance to find numbers, but were successful in only afew cases.

b. Determining Eligibility for the Survey

The completion rate for the screening interview was high--nearly 87 percent--much higher than the
completionratefor the RDD screening interview (71 percent). Weattribute thishigh completion rateto
three factors. First, participants are more likely to be interested in a survey about the FSP than
nonparticipants. Second, an advance |etter was sent to each respondent beforethe interview. Surveysthat
useadvanceletters are generdly able to achieve higher response rates than those who do not (Brunner and

Carroll 1969; Dillman, Gallegos, and Frey 1976; and  Traugott,
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TABLE11.10

COMPLETION AND RESPONSE RATESTO THE
LIST-FRAME SCREENING INTERVIEW

Total Numbers Dialed 253
Respondents L ocated 174
Respondents Not L ocated? 79

Rate of Locating Respondents® 68.8%

Respondents L ocated 174
Eligibility Determined 151

Eligible for main questionnaire 86
Working participants 38
Elderly participants 48

Ineligible for main questionnaire 65

Eligibility Unknown 23

Hung-up during introduction 0

Refused after introduction 5

Refused during screening interview 3

Language or disability prevented completion of interview 15

Rate of Completion of Eligibility Screening Interview® 86.8%

Rate of Eligibility for Main Questionnaires® 57.0%

Response Rate® 59.7%

NOTES:

2 Could not locate person on the list frame.
® The number of respondents located as a percentage of the total number of telephone numbers dialed.

¢ The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of
respondents located.

4 The number of respondents found eligible for the main questionnaires as a percentage of the number of
respondents who completed the screening interview.

© The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of
telephone numbers dialed.
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TABLEI1.11

COMPLETION AND RESPONSE RATES TO THE LIST-FRAME SCREENING INTERVIEW,
BY SITE

Rateof Locating Rate of Completing Response Rate’

Site Respondent®  Screening Interview®

Urban

Suffolk, MA (Boston) 69.6% 75.0% 52.2%

Galveston, TX 53.4% 100.0% 53.4%

Adams, CO (Denver) 74.2% 82.6% 61.3%

Philadelphia, PA 76.9% 80.0% 61.5%

Ramsey, MN (Minneapolis) 75.0% 77.7% 58.3%

Durham, NC 57.1% 83.3% 47.6%

Rural

Bedford, PA 88.9% 87.5% 77.8%

Murray, MN 84.6% 95.5% 80.8%

All 68.8% 86.8% 59.7%
NOTES:

#The number of respondents located as a percentage of the total number of telephone numbers dial ed.

*The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of
respondents located.

“The number of respondents who completed the screening interview as a percentage of the number of
telephone numbers dialed.
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Groves, and Lepkowski 1987). Thisisbecause theadvance letter authenticatesthat the study islegitimate
and provides other information that encourages participation in the survey. Third, the screening interview
did not ask any senditive questions--only three respondents refused any of the questions during the
screening interview. Fifteen respondents could not complete the interview because of language, Sckness,

or adisability.

2. Resource Requirementsfor Identifying Respondents Using aList Frame
The main advantage of using the list-frame was that it was a less costly way to identify FSP
participants. In this section, we identify the resources needed to identify FSP participants using the list-

frame. We begin by discussing the rate at which we found persons eligible for the main questionnaires.

a. Rateat Which We Found Respondents Eligible for the Main Questionnaires

The advantage of using aligt-frame over an RDD sampling frameisthat al persons on theligt-frame
were FSP participants, at least at the time the frame was constructed. We could also ensure that the
participant belonged to an elderly household at the time the frame was constructed. An RDD frame,
however, includesdl personswith telephones, including middle- and high-income households, personsin
households with no working or elderly persons, and persons who have never participated in any
government program. We found that 57 percent of persons who completed the list-frame screening
interview werefound to be eligible for the main questionnaires, compared with lessthan 10 percent of
persons who completed the RDD screening interview.

Theratesat which wefound personseligiblefor the main questionnaires are presented, by site, in

Table 11.12. The table distinguishes between persons that were designated on the list-frame as
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TABLEI1.12

RATE AT WHICH RESPONDENTS TO THE LIST-FRAME SCREENING INTERVIEW ARE
FOUND TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES, BY SITE

Specified by the Food Stamp Agency as.

Site Working Elderly Total
Urban

Suffolk, MA (Boston) 14% 60% 33%
Galveston, TX 57% 91% 67%
Adams, CO (Denver) 33% 86% 53%
Philadel phia, PA 25% 50% 38%
Ramsey, MN (Minneapolis) 50% 65% 61%
Durham, NC 0% 60% 30%
Rural

Bedford, PA 80% 50% 71%
Murray, MN 40% 82% 62%
All 45% 2% 57%




“working” from persons designated as“dderly.”® Thedigibility rate for the e derly householdsis much
higher than that for working households--72 percent for elderly households and 45 percent for working
households. Thisfinding was expected for two reasons. First, the state FSP agenciesidentified elderly
householdsfor us (at least a thetimethe frame was crested), but not all state agencieswere ableto identify
working households. Second, the elderly do not move on and off food stamps as much as personsin
working households (Gleason et a. 1998). So the elderly are likely to still be on food stamps if they
received them several monthsago. Thisismuch lesslikely to be true for the working participants. The
eigibility ratefor working participantsand, to alesser extent, e derly participantswould dmost certainly

be higher if the sample frame was more up-to-date.

b. Reasons Respondents Were Found Ineligible for the Main Questionnaires
Respondentstothelist-frame screening interview werefound ingligiblefor themain questionnairesfor

three reasons (see Table 11.13):

1. They were no longer receiving food stamps. This was the most common reason
respondentswerefoundindigible. Of 151 personswho completed the screening interview,
32 persons (21 percent) were not receiving food stamps.

2. They had not applied within thelast threeyears. Asinthe RDD screening interview, this
was animportant reason why participants on thelig-frame were found to beineligiblefor the
main questionnaires. Of the 119 persons who completed the screening interview and were
still on food stamps, 26 persons (22 percent) reported that they had not applied within the
past three years.

3. The household contained neither an elderly nor a working person. Seven persons
reported that they did not live in a household with either a working or an elderly person.

#\Wetreated both the personsdesignated as“working” and those designated as“ elderly” identicaly.
In the screening interview, the interviewer checked that the respondent was from either aworking or an
elderly household. A person who was designated as “working” would have been eigiblefor an elderly
main questionnaire if they reported that an elderly person lived in the household.
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TABLE11.13

REASONS RESPONDENTS TO THE LIST-FRAME SCREENING INTERVIEW WERE FOUND
INELIGIBLE FOR THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES

Number of Respondents Found Ineligible For

Number of Respondents® Each Reason as Percent of:
Found Ineligible All Respondents All Respondents
for Reason Who Who Were Found Who Answered the
Reason Answered the Ineligible Questions
Questions

Did not receive food stamps this month or last 32 151 49.2% 21.2%
Last applied for food stamps more than three years
previously 26 119 40.0% 21.8%
Neither aworking nor an elderly personin the
household 7 93 10.8% 7.5%
Total Number of Respondents Who Completed
Screening Interviews - 151 - 151
Total Number of Respondents Found Ineligible 65 - 65 -

NOTE:

2 Only includes respondents who compl eted the screening interview.



c. Interviewer Time Spent on List-Frame Screening Interviews

It was much quicker to identify each respondent for the main questionnaire using the list-framethan
it wastoidentify arespondent usng RDD (see Tablell.14). Interviewers spent an average of 31 minutes
to identify each respondent for the main questionnaires using the list frame, compared with 5.8 hoursto
identify arespondent for the main questionnaires using RDD. Interviewers spent an average of 10 minutes
per telephone number called, similar to the time spent per RDD telephone number called.

Our estimates of thetime needed to identify each type of digible survey respondent using thelig-frame
arepresented in Table[1.15. To identify oneworking participant requires 38 minutes of interviewer labor.
Becausetherate at which wefound personsonthe elderly lissswas higher, it required lessinterviewer time
to identify an elderly participant--only about 24 minutes.

A survey about nonparticipation would always need to identify nonparticipantsusng RDD. Oncean
RDD survey isbeing conducted to identify nonparticipants, isit cheaper to identify participantsusing RDD
or thelig-frame? The answer isthat it ischegper to identify participants usng RDD aslong asit does not
increasethe total number of RDD telephone numbersthat need to be cdled. If thedesigndlowsall the
participantsto befound asaby-product of identifying the nonparticipants, the additional fixed costs of
obtaining the lists can be avoided by not using alist-frame. However, if the design requires more
participants than could beidentified as a by-product of identifying nonparticipants, then usng alig-frame
to identify the “additional” participants would reduce survey costs.

Asan example, our findings suggest that to find 100 working nonparticipants, 4,690 RDD telephone

numbers would need to be dialed (Table 11.8). While calling these numbers, we would
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TABLEI1.14

NUMBERS CALLED, TIMES EACH NUMBER DIALED, AND TIME SPENT ON
INTERVIEWING: LIST-FRAME SCREENING

Telephone numbers called 253
Average times number was dialed 4.4
Total time spent on screening (hours)? 44
Average time spent screening per number called (minutes) 10
Average time spent screening per eligible respondent (minutes) 31

NOTE:
dncludesal time spent by telephoneinterviewerson list-frame screening. Thisincludestime spent logging

intothe CATI system, calling numbers, determining residential status, talking with supervisors, andtime
between calls.
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TABLEII.15

ESTIMATES OF RESOURCES REQUIRED TO IDENTIFY SURVEY
RESPONDENTS USING A LIST-FRAME

Numbers Called to Average Time Spent Screening

Identify 100 Eligible Per Eligible Respondent
Respondent Group Respondents (Minutes)
Working participants 371 38
Elderly participants 233 24
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find about 15 working participants. The cost of identifying these 15 participantsisvery smdl--itisjust the
additional timeit takesto ask two more questionson theinterview. But the cost of finding the sixteenth
participant using RDD ishuge, becauseit would requiretheinterviewersto call another 308 tel ephone

numbers.

C. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS
Wediscussbel ow our conclusionsand recommendati onsabout i dentifying FSP nonparticipantsand

participants for a survey about FSP nonparticipation based on our experiencesin the pretest.

1. ItIsFeasbleTo Identify FSP-Eligible Nonparticipants Using RDD

The pretest showed that it isfeasibletoidentify FSP-eligible nonparticipantsusing RDD. However,
it doesrequire considerable survey resources. Using RDD, we called nearly 17,000 tel ephone numbers
to identify 484 nonparticipantswho werelikely to beeligiblefor food sampsand werefrom either working
or elderly households. We estimate that it would take over 18,000 hours of interviewer |abor to identify
asample of about 1,000 nonparticipants from working households and 1,000 nonparticipants from elderly

households.

2. AList FrameisNeeded if the Survey isto Include FSP Participants

If RDD isbeing used to identify nonparticipants, identifying participantsat the sametimerequireslittie
additiond interviewer time. However, identifying participants once thetarget for nonparticipants hasbeen
reached would beextremely costly, many times more than identifying the participant using thelist frame.
Our pretest findings suggest that we would find about one working participant for every six working
nonparticipants and one elderly participant for every four ederly nonparticipants. Asmost survey designs

would require a ratio of participants to nonparticipants of at least one participant for every three
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nonparticipants, if it isdecided that the survey should include participants, amixed-frame design would be
the most efficient one.
3. A Response Rate to the Screening Interview of 70 Percent Could be Achieved on the

Screening Interviews

Nonresponseisapotentia concern because it could bias the survey findings. The response rate to
an RDD screening interview to identify nonparticipantsisunlikely to be high for threereasons. First,
response rates to RDD surveys aretypically low. Use of answering machines, call-forwarding, and
telephone solicitation all contributeto low response ratesto RDD surveys. Obtaining aresponse rate
above 70 percent for an RDD survey israre® Second, the screening interview includes questions about
household income and assets--questionsthat are both difficult and sensitive. Third, nonparticipants may
be uninterested in topics related to a program that they have chosen not to participate in.

Wefound response rates of just under 60 percent on the RDD screening interview, in the samerange
asfoundin other RDD surveys(Massey et d. 1997). A smilar responseratewasfound for thelist-frame
survey. With some changesin survey design and operations, the responserateto both screening interviews
could be 70 percent. These changesinclude modificationsto the screening interview, sending an advance
|etter to personsonthe RDD lists, lengthening thefield period, obtaining current lists of FSP participants
more quickly, and using commercial servicesto identify personsonthelist-frame. Thesechangesare

discussed in more detail below.

Massey et a. (1997).
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4. WeRecommend M odifying the RDD Screening I nterview

When designing ascreening interview, thereisafineline between devel oping aninterview that makes
agood determination of FSPeligibility and onethat asks so many detailed and sengitive questionsthat its
responserateisunacceptably low. Webelievethe RDD screening interview used in the pretest, with the
modifications described bel ow, hits about the right bal ance between the two objectives of keeping the
interview short and simple and doing a good job of predicting FSP-eligibility.

We suggest the following four modifications to the RDD screening interview:

a. Changethe Order of the Questionson the RDD Screening I nterview

Inthe pretest, thefirst two questions of the RDD screening interview were about household sizeand
income. Totherespondent, neither question would seem relevant to thetopic of the survey and theincome
question is both difficult and senditive. Our rationae for placing these questions at the beginning of the
interview wasthat it would keep the interview extremely short for the people who wereindigible. While
we found that most people were indligible and the interview was indeed short for these people, the “price”
of the reduction in the length of these interviews may have been alower response rate.

Toincrease the response rates, the first two questions of a survey should be easy, unobjectionable,
and related to the survey topic (Dillman 1978 and Frey 1989). We recommend that the screening
interview begin with the question about whether the respondent receives food ssamps. The next questions
could be about whether the household contained aworking or elderly person--again questionsdirectly
related to thetopic. The third question could be aquestion directly related to the respondents experiences
with food stamps. For example, we could ask nonparticipants whether they have ever received food

stamps. We could then follow these questions with the questions about receipt of TANF, GA, and SSI,
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whether they have been found indigible to receive food stamps, and household vehicles. Only after these

guestions would we ask about income and assets.

b. Modify theIncome Question for Respondentsin Working Households

Wefound that nearly half of the repondentsin householdswith earningswho reportedincome of less
than 130 percent of the poverty threshold in the screening interview later reported earnings and other
income greater than 130 percent of the poverty threshold. We recommend that respondentsin working
householdsare reminded by theinterviewer to include al earningsfrom all adultsin the household when

asked the income question.

c. Insert AnInterviewer Probe After Each Asset Question

The questions about assets areimportant screens. For exampl e, the question about cash and other
assets in checking or savings accounts screens out 22 percent of persons who passed the preceding
screens. However, the rate of nonresponse to the asset questionswastypically high. Werecommend
keeping the asset questions, but adding probesfor peoplewho do not respond that reiterate why we need
thisinformation, that we only need to know whether their assets are less than a certain amount, and that

the information will be confidential.

d. Probelnconsistent Responsesto the Questions About Receipt of Food Stamps

We asked respondents who said that they received food stamps when they last received food stamps.
If the respondent said they |ast recelved food stamjps more than two months previoudy, contradicting an
earlier response, we treated the respondent as ingligible for the main survey. We recommend that an

interviewer probe isinserted after this question that asks respondents about the discrepancy in their
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responses. |If the respondent isin fact anonparticipant, then the interviewer would circle back and ask the

respondent the screening questions to determine whether they are likely to be FSP-eligible.

5. We Recommend Sending Advance L etter sto Persons on the RDD Sample Frame

Prior to cdling the respondentsin the list-frame, we sent them a short letter, explaining the study and
notifying the respondents that we would call them shortly. The lower rate of refusals before the first
guestion in the list-frame screening interview may be because of the advance letter. 1tispossibleto aso
send advance |etters to some persons on the RDD frame. (To conserve resources, we did not send
advance | etters to the persons on the RDD frame during the pretest.) Names and addresses are attached
to telephone numbersin the RDD sampleframeonly for those personswhosetelephone numbersarelisted
in the telephone directory--about 30 or 35 percent of the telephone numbers. MPR’s experiencein
previous surveysisthat 20 to 30 percent of advance letters sent are returned because the addressis
incorrect. Hence, wewould expect that between 20 and 30 percent of personson the RDD frame could

receive an advance letter.

6. WeRecommend Lengthening the Field Period

In the pretest we found that the completion rate for determining whether the telephone number
belonged to aresdencewaslower thanistypicaly found in RDD surveys. One explanationisthat RDD
survey was conducted in only three months. MPR’ s experience has been that the completion rate for
determining residency increaseswith thelength of thefield period. Withalonger field period, morecalls

can be made and with longer periods of time between calls.



7. WeRecommend Increasing the Rate at Which Personson the List-Frame are L ocated
We could not |ocate over 30 percent of the personson thelist frame. Werecommend three changes

to increase the rate at which we located persons on the list frame:

1. Obtain Current Lists of FSP Participants as Quickly as Possible. The importance of
obtaining the data quickly needs to be emphasized to FSP office staff. The state FSP
agencies should be notified many months in advance of the intended request. The samples
should be created quickly and the lists of addresses and tel ephone numbersto be checked
should be sent to the casaworkers as soon as possible. Inthisway, the delay between when
the lists are created and when they are used can be reduced.

2. UseCommercial Servicesto Obtain MoreLocating I nformation. Commercial services
exist that can provide telephone numbers, changes of addresses, and telephone numbersfor
neighbors. These can provide additiona contact information for some persons. However,
our experience is that information from these sources will be available for only a small
proportion of the personson thelist-frame. Thisisbecause most of the information comes
from credit agencies and many low-income persons do not have established credit histories.

3. Conduct In-Person Follow Up. Those persons on the list-frame who cannot be located
by telephone may belocated by an interviewer going in-person to the person’ saddress. Even
if the personisnot at home, neighbors may provide information about how the person could
be reached.
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[11. ADEQUACY OF THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRESIN COLLECTING THE
INFORMATION THEY WERE DESIGNED TO COLLECT

Eight different questionnaireswere administered during the pretest. A separate questionnairewas
administered to each of thefour types of respondents--working nonparticipants, elderly nonparticipants,
working participants, and elderly participants. And we designed along and a short version of the
guestionnaire for each type of respondent.

All thequestionnairesincluded questionson househol d composition, past experiencesapplying for and
using food stamps, food security, and some demographic characteristics of the respondent. The
nonparticipant questionnaires also include a section that asks in detail why the respondent does not
participate. Thelong versions of the questionnaires also include questions on receipt of food assistance
other than food stamps, employment, health (elderly only), socia supports, income and expenses, and
guestions about the respondent’ sknowledge of the FSP. They a so include more questions about food
security. The content of each type of questionnaireis summarized in Tablell1.1.

This chapter reports on how well these instruments collected the information they were designed to
collect. We address such issues asthe adequacy of question wording, response categories, instructions
and probes, interview length, choice of respondent, and, more generally, identify ways in which the
instruments could beimproved. Three sources of information were used to make our assessment: (1) the
frequency of item nonresponse and responses that do not fit any of the response codes; (2) respondent
debriefing questions administered at the end of each interview; and (3) the behavioral coding of 40

guestionnaires.
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TABLEIII.1

CONTENT OF QUESTIONNAIRES

Working Poor Poor Elderly

Participant, Participant, Nonparticipant ~ Nonparticipant Participant, Participant, Nonparticipant ~ Nonparticipant,

Sections Long Version  Short Version , , LongVerson  Short Version , Short Version
Long Version Short Version Long Version
A: Household Composition? T T T T T T T T
B: Knowledge of the FSP T T T T
C: FSP Participation History T T T T T T T T
D: History of FSP Applications T T T T T T T T
E: Reasonsfor Nonparticipation T T T T
F: Receipt of Other Food T T T T
Assistance
G: Food Security” T T T T T T T T
H: Employment History® T T T T
I: Hedth T T
J. Social Supports T T T T
K: Income and Expenses T T T T
L: Demographic Information T T T T T T T T
NOTES:

3 n the long version, the questionnaire obtains information on the age and relationship of everyone in the household; the short version only asks about the number of elderly persons, children, and
working persons in the household.

5The long version contains a battery of questions on the food security of the household; only six questions on food security are included in the short version.

°All long versions ask about the wage rate and hours worked for each person in the household; the working long questionnaires also ask about the type of job worked and the work history of the
person in the household who works the most hours.

Only the long version contains questions about citizenship of household members.
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Theremainder of thischapter isorganized into five sections. Section A discusses completion ratesto
themain questionnaires. Section B describesthetime required to administer the questionnaires. Section
C discussesthe choice of respondent for the main questionnaires. Section D summarizesthe performance
of the questionnaires a the question-level and recommends changesto some questions. (Appendix A ligs
some other minor changes that should be madeto the questionnaires.) Findly, Section E summarizes our
main findingsand discussesthe r implicationsfor the content and implementation of the survey on alarger

scale.

A. MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE COMPLETION RATES

Completion rates arean important indicator of the feasibility of fielding the questionnaires nationdly.
Reated, the prevalence in which respondents “ bresk-off” theinterview onceit begins and the point in the
guestionnaire at which these break-offs occur areindicators of the performance of the questionnaires.
Break-offsearly in the process of administering the questionnaire could beindicative of sengtivetopics,
whilebreak-offs occurring toward the end of the questionnaire could be evidencethat the questionnaires
aretoo long.

Detailson completion rates and respondent break-offs by interview mode and type of questionnaire
are provided in this section. In order to place these findings in context, it isimportant to understand
differencesin study procedures between telephone and in-personinterviews. All pretest respondents--
regardless of whether the main questionnaire was to be administered by telephone or in-person--werefirst
administered ascreening interview by telephone. If therespondent livedin an areasel ected for telephone
interviewing, once a household was determined eligible during the screening interview, the interviewer
would immediately begin administering a hard-copy main questionnaire. On the other hand, if the

respondent lived in an areaselected for in-person interviewing, at the completion of the screening interview
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theinterviewer would tell eligiblerespondentsthat afield interviewer would be contacting themwithin one
week to schedule an in-person interview.

Overdl, 451 of 534 digible pretest respondents, or 85 percent, completed amain questionnaire (Table
111.2).2” Combined with the response rate to the screening interviews of 60 percent, the overall response
rateto the pretest survey was 51 percent (.60 x .85=.51). If we consder only telephone interviews, the

overall response rate was 53 percent (.60 x .88= .53).

1. Main Questionnaire Completion Rates by Interview Mode

The overdl completion rateto the main questionnaires masksimportant differences by interview mode.
Weobtained substantially higher compl etion ratesadministering the questionnaires by telephonethanin-
person. Overdl, 384 of 438 digible pretest respondents (88 percent) surveyed by telephone completed
main questionnairescompared with 67 of 96 digiblerespondents (70 percent) interviewed in-person (Table
[11.3). Completion ratesfor questionnaires administered by telephone ranged between 82 and 100 percent
for thefour respondent groups, whereasratesfor in-person interviewsranged between 50 percent and 83
percent (Tablelll.2). For each respondent subgroup, completion rateswere higher for telephonethan in-
person interviews.

Completion rates were higher for telephone interviews than for in-person interviews for severa

reasons. The most important reason was the reluctance of households selected for in-person interviews

% Although screening interviewswere completed with 662 respondentswho weredigiblefor themain
guestionnaires, we did not attempt to administer main questionnairesto 128 of these respondents. Of
these, 104 were not attempted because we had aready met our target for that group and 24 because the
respondent only spoke Spanish. These 128 respondents are not included in our calculations of the main
guestionnaire completion rate.
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TABLEIII.2

RESPONSE RATES TO MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES, BY QUESTIONNAIRE TYPE

Length of Questionnaire Number Number Sent Number of Response
Type of Respondent Questionnaire Mode Eligible to Field® Completes Rate?
Working nonparticipant Short Telephone 84 n.a 77 91.7
Short In-person 16 10 10 62.5
(100.0)
Long Telephone 91 n.a 76 835
Long In-person 19 18 14 73.7
(77.8)
Elderly nonparticipant Short Telephone 55 n.a 45 81.8
Short In-person 10 7 6 60.0
(85.7)
Long Telephone 81 n.a 69 85.2
Long In-person 12 8 6 50.0
(75.0)
Working participant Short Telephone 29 n.a 27 93.1
Short In-person 12 10 10 83.3
(100.0)
Long Telephone 33 na 30 90.9
Long In-person 8 7 6 75.0
(85.7)
Elderly participant Short Telephone 34 n.a 34 100.0
Short In-person 10 9 9 90.0
(100.0)
Long Telephone 31 n.a 26 83.9
Long In-person 9 7 6 66.7
(85.7)
Total Both Both 534 n.a. 451 84.5
Spani sh-speaking® Both Both 24 n.a n.a n.a
Target met® Both Both 104 na na na
Total Both Both 662 n.a. n.a. n.a.

NOTES:

#Number of eligible cases agreeing to participate in an in-person survey.

PNumber in parentheses is the percentage of cases released to the field that were completed interviews.

‘Respondents who completed a screening interview, but were not eigible to complete a main questionnaire because they spoke only
Spanish.

YRespondents who were dligible to complete a main questionnaire but who were not interviewed because we had already met our target for
that group.

n.a. = not applicable
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TABLE 1.3

SELECTED SUMMARY MEASURES FOR RESPONSE RATES TO MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE

Mode of Interview or Length of Number Number of Response
Type of Respondent Questionnaire Eligible Completes Rate
Telephone Interviews Both 438 384 87.7
In-person Interviews Both 96 67 69.8
Nonparticipants Both 368 303 82.3
Participants Both 166 148 89.2
All Short 250 218 87.2
All Long 284 233 82.0
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toadlow fiddinterviewersinto their homes. Twenty of the 96 igible pretest respondents selected for an
in-person interview (21 percent) refused to participate in the study once they learned at the end of the
screening interview that the main interview would be conducted in-person. These respondents reported
that they would be willing to participateif the main interview was conducted over the telephone. We
completed in-person interviews with 67 of the remaining 76 eligible pretest respondents, or 88 percent.
This percentage is similar to the overall completion rate achieved for telephone interviews.

Another reason for the higher compl etion rate for telephone interviewswasthat thelag between the
time of theinitia telephone contact and the call by thefield interviewer to schedule an interview gave
respondents time to think about whether they in fact wanted to participate in the survey. Ninerespondents
changed their mind. A few respondents said they did not want to participate when fied interviewerscdled
to scheduleappointmentsfor in-person interviews. The others scheduled interviews, but were not home
when the interviewer arrived at the scheduled time and could later not be reached to schedul e another
appointment. Although someof these cancellationsmay havein fact been legitimate, we suspect that some
of them were intentiona --the respondents changed their minds about being interviewed so they scheduled
interviewsat timesthey knew they would not be a home. 1t is possible that completion ratesfor in-person
interviews could have been higher if field interviewerswere given more time and resources to attempt to
persuade reluctant respondents to participate.

In-person interviews were conducted in the pretest to test the in-person administration of the
guestionnaire. Inanational survey, in-person interviewswould only be administered to personswithout
telephones who would a so be screened in-person, and respondents who are screened by telephone would

a0 completethe main questionnaire by telephone. Hence, thein-person responseratesfound in thisstudy
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arenot indicative of the response ratesthat would be found in anational study in which only non-telephone

households would be administered questionnaires in-person.

2. Main Questionnaire Completion Rates by FSP Participant Status

Completion rateswere higher for FSP pretest parti cipants than nonparticipants; this was especialy
true for in-person interviews. Overall, 148 of 166 FSP participants (89 percent) completed main
guestionnaires compared with 303 of 368 nonparticipants (82 percent, see Table 111.3).

Completion rateswere higher for participant than nonparticipant respondentsfor two reasons. Firg,
virtually all FSP participants sampled for this study were sent an advance | etter describing the purpose of
the study and how their househol d was selected for the study, whereas nonparticipantswere not provided
an advance letter. Second, as current recipients of program benefits, FSP participants probably feel a
greater sense of obligation to respond than nonparticipants, who are not directly benefitting from the
program. Inaddition, to the extent that they believetheinput they providewill be considered and used to
improvethe FSP, participants may be more predisposed than nonparticipants to respond because they
perceive that they would directly benefit from future program enhancements through their continued

program participation.

3. Main Questionnaire Completion Rates by Questionnaire Length

In general, completion rateswere a so higher for those pretest respondents administered the short
version of the questionnairethanthelong verson. Thedifferenceswere approximately 5to 6 percentage
points (seeTablell1.2). Overdl, 218 of 250 individuas (87 percent) administered a short questionnaire
completed theinterview compared with 233 of 284 individua s(82 percent) administered thelonger version

of the questionnaire (see Table111.3). A smilar pattern holds when we control for interview mode (see
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Tablell1.2). For interviews conducted by telephone, 91 percent of households administered a short
version compl eted the questionnaire compared with 85 percent administered along version. Overdl, 73
percent of househol dsadministered ashort version in-person completed theinterview compared with 67
percent of households administered along version in-person.

Most of the nonresponse to the main questionnaire occurred prior to itsadministration; therewere
relatively few break-offsto the main interview onceit began (seenext section). In the case of telephone
interviews, after the completion of the screening interview, interviewers would lead into the main
guestionnaire by saying they have additional questions, giving the length of time theremainder of the
interview would take (10 minutesfor ashort-version and 20 minutesfor along version).? Not surprisingly,
compared with respondents who were selected for the short-version of the questionnaires, a greater
proportion of respondentswho were selected for thelong-version of the questionnaires refused to continue
oncethey learned how much moretimethey would have to spend completing theinterview. Inaddition,
some respondentswho completed theinterviews, typically elderly ones, commented during the debriefing
section of the interview that the length of the interview was “trying” and “too long,” often asking

interviewers several times during the course of the interview how much longer the interview would take.

4. Interview Break-Offs
Once the main questionnaire was being administered, only five respondentsinterviewed by telephone
broke-off theinterview; none of the respondentsinterviewed in-person broke-off interviews oncethey

garted. Therewasno pattern to the break-offs. A few respondents saidthey did not feel well; the others

2| n fact, as discussed in the next section, it turned out that the interviews took longer than this.
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mentioned needing to tend to small children. None of the break-offs appeared to be related to sendtive

guestions. Break-offs also did not appear to be related to the length of the interview.

B. MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE INTERVIEW LENGTH

Ovedl, long-versons of the questionnaire administered by telephone took on average 26 minutesto
complete; short-versionstook approximately 15 minutes (see Tablelll.4). Both the short- and longer-
version instruments took approximately 10 minutes longer to administer in-person than by telephone.

Longer administration times for in-person interviews most likely reflect the fact that in-person

interviewstend to bemore* conversationd” than telephoneinterviews. Therearegreater opportunitiesfor
social interaction in face-to-face personad interviewsthan for interviews conducted over thetel ephone by
essentially unknown interviewers. In-person interviews a so tend to be longer because respondents are
morelikely to beinterrupted or distracted. For example, this might happen when other family members
present during the interview interject comments or children interrupt the discussions.

Theadminigration timefor working questionnairesdid not differ much from theadminigrationtimefor
the elderly questionnaires. Interview adminigtration time for elderly respondentsis usudly longer than for
other respondents. But in thissurvey, the respondent was chosen to be the person who would have gpplied
for food stamps, or did apply for food stamps, apersonwho islesslikey to be cognitively impaired than
the broader elderly population. Also, the respondent to 15 percent of the elderly questionnaires was not

elderly.
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TABLE 1.4

ADMINISTRATION TIME FOR MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES, BY QUESTIONNAIRE TYPE

Type of Questionnaire Interview Time (Minutes)
Questionnaire Questionnaire
Type of Respondent Length Mode Median Mean®
Working nonparticipant Short Telephone 16 17
Short In-person 27 27
Long Telephone 25 26
Long In-person 38 39
Elderly nonparticipant Short Telephone 15 17
Short In-person 23 23
Long Telephone 25 25
Long In-person 38 38
Working participant Short Telephone 15 14
Short In-person 23 22
Long Telephone 27 28
Long In-person 31 32
Elderly participant Short Telephone 15 16
Short In-person 30 26
Long Telephone 27 29
Long In-person 31 29
Summary Measures
Nonparticipants Short Telephone 17 15
Nonparticipants Long Telephone 26 25
Participants Short Telephone 15 15
Participants Long Telephone 29 27
All Short In-person 25 25
All Long In-person 35 35
All Both Both 20 23

NOTE:
#Eight cases--all telephone interviews--had recorded interview lengths in excess of 100 minutes. When estimating the mean, we treated

these cases as an error in reporting by the interviewer and assigned them “missing data.” These cases are not included in the calculation
of the mean of the interview administration time.
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FSP nonparticipant interviewswere generdly somewhat longer than participant interviews. Thiswas
truefor boththe short and long versonsof thequestionnaires. Participant and nonpartici pant questionnaires
were designed to be similar except nonparticipants were asked about reasons for nonparticipation
(Section E). Despitethisdifference, we anticipated that administration times would be similar between
nonparticipantsand participant questionnaires. On one hand, nonparticipant interviewswould tend to be
longer than participant ones because they contain Section E--the detail ed sequence of questions on reasons
for nonparticipation--and participant questionnaires do not. On the other hand, although both
nonparticipant and participant questionnaires contain sections on FSP application and participation
experiences, al participants would be asked most questions in these sections whereas only those
nonparticipants that were former participants or had previoudy gpplied for food stampswould be asked
thesequestions. It turned out that about 16 percent of nonparticipantsin our pretest samples had prior
experience with the FSP, having either applied or received food stamps in the past three years. This

resulted in nonparticipant interviews being somewhat longer on average than those of participants.

C. CHOICE OF RESPONDENT FOR THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES

When conducting asurvey about nonparticipation among working and elderly households, whointhe
household should be the respondent to the main questionnaire? In nonparticipating households, we
interviewed the person in the household who would most likely go to the FSP office and complete an
goplication form if the household decided to participatein the program. Our rationale wasthat this person
would be the most knowledgeable about the reasons for nonparticipation. Similarly, in participating
households, we interviewed the person who last applied for food stamps.

At theend of the screening interview, we asked nonparticipant respondents whether they or someone
elsein the household would most likely go to the FSP office and complete an gpplication form. We asked
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participant respondents whether they or someone elsein their household last applied for food stamps.
About 83 percent of the respondents replied that they would either apply for food stamps or they had
previously applied for food stamps. In these cases, the respondent to the screening interview was
administered themain questionnaire. About 17 percent of the respondentsreplied that it was someone else
in the household who would apply for food stamps or who had previously applied for food stamps. In
these cases, we administered the main questionnaire to someone other than the respondent to the screening
interview.

Our decision to administer the main questionnaire to the person in the household who would apply for
food stamps or who did apply for food stamps meant that the respondent to the main questionnaire was
sometimes not the working personin the working household or the elderly person in an e derly household.
Inabout 20 percent of working househol ds, the person who would (or did) apply for food ssampswasnot
working; and in about 15 percent of elderly households the person who would (or did) apply for food

stamps was not elderly.

D. PERFORMANCE OF INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONS

This section discusses the performance of the main questionnaires at the question-level. The discusson
isorganized around each topic section. For each section, wefirst briefly describe the section and its
informational objectives, summarizethe section’ s performance; and then discuss problem questionsand

corrective action for those questions that did not appear to work well.

1. Section A: Household Composition
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Inthe long versions of the questionnaires, Section A asks respondentsto list each member of the
household including themselves, and then for each listed household member, to report the household
member’ sageand the relationship of the household member to the respondent. The short versonsonly ask
respondents to report the number of household members age 60 or older and the number of membersiess
than 18 years of age.

Respondents did not have any difficulty answering these questions. Lessthan 5 percent of the
respondents did not answer either the question about the household member’ s relationship to the
respondent or the question about the age of the household member. Behaviora coding reveded only three
instancesinwhich respondentsasked for clarification or inwhichinterviewersdid not probe correctly. One
respondent did not fed comfortablelisting the“first name”’ of ahousehold member on the household grid.

Based onthisevidence, thereisno need to revise any of the questionsin Section A of the questionnaires.

2. Section B: Knowledge of the Food Stamp Program

This section of the questionnaire collects information about factors that may be related to the
respondent’ s awareness of the program, such aswhether the respondent received food stamp benefits as
achild, or whether he or she knew someone (for example, aneighbor, friend, or coworker) who received
food stamps. It aso asks whether the respondent had heard of the FSP prior to the pretest. Section B
only appears in the long versions of the questionnaire.

Section B questions worked well; there is no need to revise any of the questions. Refusals or
responses of “don’t know” varied between 7 and 15 percent. Whilethismight seemlikearddively large
proportion, “don’t know” responses predominated. These arelegitimate responsesto questions about
whether therespondent’ s parentsreceived food stamps when the respondent wasachild and whether the

respondents neighbors or friends receive food stamps.
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Behaviord coding indicated afew casesin which respondents asked interviewersto repeat questions.
About one-quarter of the questionnaires subject to behavioral coding involved respondentstaking along
pause before answering. Again, thisisnot evidence of problematic questions; rather, thisevidenceis
cons stent with acceptabl e reponse behavior on the part of respondentswho are smply taking alittle extra

time to answer because they are being asked to think retrospectively.

3. Section C: Food Stamp Program Participation History

This section asks respondents about their experiences receiving and using food samps. Current FSP
participants as well as nonparticipants who have received food stamps in the past were asked these
guestions. In addition, we asked nonparticipants who had previoudy received food stamp benefits why
they stopped participating in the FSP. Section C questions areincluded in both the long and short versons
of the questionnaires.

Mogt of thequestionsin Section C worked well. However, respondents had difficultiesunderstanding
someof the questions. In some cases, it appearsthat no revision would be necessary, aslong asfuture
versionsof the questionnaire are administered by computer assisted survey interviews(CASI). Question
C4 provides an example of this issue:?®

“C4: How did you get your food stamp benefitsin (DATE FROM C3)? Did you get

coupons or credit toan EBT card?

Probe: By EBT card | mean........

Colorado: EBT cardiscalled Colorado Quest;

Massachusetts: EBT cardiscalled an EBT card;

Texas. EBT cardiscalled the Lone Star Card;
No EBT card in Minnesota, North Carolina, or Pennsylvania

#Thequestionscorresponding to the question number arealmost identical acrossthe questionnaires.
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COUPONS. ..o 01

EBT CARD .....cccovvviiiiie 02

Forty percent of interviewer-respondent interactions were classified as either “medium or high” and
involved saverd instancesinwhich respondents asked theinterviewer for darifyinginformation. Inaddition,
afew interviewersincorrectly administered the question or probed responses. These problems were
largely the product of the* hard copy” nature of the questionnaires. Interviewershadto determine (1) what
dateto “fill-in” by looking at Question C3, and (2) what location-specific EBT card name to mention.
CASI programming would fill-in thisinformation automaticaly, thereby iminating the confusion and
awkwardness respondents were experiencing frominterviewers having to figure out dates and | ocation-
specific names of EBT cards.

Question C6 of the nonparticipant questionnaires asked former participants: “Why did you stop
participating in the food stamp program?” Several former participants provided an answer not
covered by the response codes that had to do with “failing to comply with FSP rules or respond to a
request by FSP staff.” Werecommend that the questionnaires be revised to include this as aresponse
category.

One-third of questionnaires subject to behaviora coding involved respondents asking theinterviewer
to repeat Question C13c:

“C13c When you received food stamps in the past three years, did you ever do things

so that people would not find out you received food stamp benefits?

Probe:

For example, some people try to use their food stamp benefitsin stores wherethey are

unlikely to meet anyone they know.”
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Webdieverespondentswould havelesstroublewith Question C13cif itisrevised sothat thetext currently
sarving asa“probe’ isincluded directly aspart of the question asasked. Therevised question would read:
“C13c When you received food stamps in the past three years, did you ever do things
so that people would not find out you received food stamp benefits, such asusing your

food stamp benefitsin storeswhere you are unlikely to meet anyone you know?”
4. Section D: History of Food Stamp Applications

Section D collectsinformation from respondents about their recent experiences applying for food
samps. thereasonsthey gpplied for food stamp benefits, whether they applied for other benefitsat thetime
they applied for food stamp benefits, whether they applied for food stamp benefitsin-person or viaan
authorized representative, and specific problems that they may have encountered when applying.
Nonparticipantswho started but did not compl ete the application process are asked to state the reasons
they did not compl ete the application process. Participants are asked about factors that helped them
overcome any barriers applying for or using food stamps. Most questions in the section worked as

designed. Therewere someexceptions. The problem questions, and our recommended solutions, are

discussed in the remainder of this section.

a. Confusion About the Term “Application”

Thefocusof Section D ison the respondent’ s experiences during hisor her most recent application
for food stamps, as opposed to recertification--the periodic renewa of one’ sapplication for food stamps.
Despite theinclusion in Question D1 of the phrase “by applied, | mean have you completed a new
applicationform,” somerespondentshad difficulty understanding that wewanted information about their
application rather than ongoing recertification. Behavioral coding indicated considerableinterviewer-

respondent interaction categorized in the“ mediunvhigh” rangein thefirst two to three questionsin Section
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D, asseverd respondents needed clarification on what we meant by “ applying for food stamps.” We
believe we can reduce confusion on the part of respondents and the resulting lengthy interviewer-
respondent interaction by inserting the following introductory text prior to asking Section D questions:
“INTRODUCTION TO SECTION D: My next questions are about applying for food
stamps during the past three years. By applying | mean when you completed a new
application for food stamps. Please do not include the times you were required to
recertify your food stamp eligibility, that is, when you had to go back to renew your
application for food stamp benefits.”
b. Need toBreak Some Questionsinto Multiple Questions
Our examination of pretest dataidentified four questionsin Section D that would benefit from being
broken into two or more questions or components. These are questions D3, D5i, D16i, and D17e.
“D3 These next questions refer to the last time you applied for food stamp benefits
(MONTH/ YEAR FROM QUESTION D2).
When you applied for food stamp benefitsin (MONTH/YEAR FROM D2), did you also

apply for any other kinds of public assistance such as Supplemental Security |ncome
(SSl), AFDC (FILL STATE WELFARE NAME), Medicaid, or General Assistance?

Colorado: Colorado Works

Massachusetts: Transitional Aid to Familieswith Dependent Children
Minnesota: MFIP Minnesota’ s Family I nvestment Program
North Carolina: Work First Benefits

Pennsylvania: TANF

Texas: TANF

YES ..o 01

N[ 02

DON'T KNOW........... -1



Theobjective of thisquestionissmple: to determine whether the FSP application was coordinated with
the househol d’ sapplication for other assistance programs. However, the question as presently worded
islong and complex. Several respondents asked interviewersto repeat the question and/or clarify it.
Automated “fills’ of the date and program names under CASl administration will handle some problems.
However, the question could befurther improved by separately asking about the four main programsthat
onemay potentialy gpply for at the sametimewhen gpplying for food stamps. Therevised question would
read as follows:

“D3 When you applied for food stamp benefitsin (MONTH/YEAR FROM D2), did you
also apply for AFDC (FILL STATE WELFARE NAME)?

Colorado: Colorado Works

Massachusetts: Transitional Aid to Familieswith Dependent Children
Minnesota: MFIP Minnesota’ s Family I nvestment Program
North Carolina: Work First Benefits

Pennsylvania: TANF

Texas: TANF

YES ..o 01

N[ 02

DON'T KNOW........... -1

D3a When you applied for food stamp benefits, did you also apply for Supplemental
Security Income?

YES .o 01
NO..coiiir 02
DON'T KNOW........... -1
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D3b When you applied for food stamp benefits did you also apply for General

Assistance?

YES ..o 01
NO ..o 02
DON’'T KNOW........... -1

YES .o 01
NO..ciiiireeee 02
DON'T KNOW........... -1

Respondents also had difficulty with Question D5i:

“D5: Which of the following reasons led you to apply for food stamp benefits in
(MONTH/ YEAR FROM QUESTION D2)?

D5i: You learned about the program or your €ligibility for food stamp benefits?”

Respondents had difficulty with Question D5i because it combined two concepts: (1) learning about the

program, and (2) learning that one’ s household was eligiblefor food stamps. | nterviewer-respondent

interaction on this question was high. We suggest revising Question D5i so that it reads as follows:

“D5: Which of the following reasons led you to apply for food stamp benefits in
(MONTH, YEAR FROM QUESTION D2)?

D5i: You learned about the existence of the Food Stamp Program?
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D5j: You found out you may be eligible for the Food Stamp Program?

D5k: Some other reason (SPECIFY)”

This same fix would also apply to Question D16i.

Question D17 askscurrent partici pantsabout variousattitudesand other circumstancesthat might have
hel ped them decide to participate in the FSP, such asinability to get by without food stamps or whether
they got alot of help with the application process:

“D17. Now I would like to talk to you about some things that may have helped you
decide to use food stamp benefits.

D17e: Are you uncomfortable getting food from family, friends, charities, or other
programs?’
Therearetwo problemswith D17e. Not al respondentshavefamily or friendsthey potentially could ask
for food. For respondentswho do not have family or friends, it Smply does not make senseto ask them
whether they are uncomfortable approaching theseindividualsfor help. Second, the question combines
two different types of sourcesof help: family and friends on the one hand and charitiesand other formal
programs on the other. The following revision addresses these issues:

“D17. Now I would like to talk to you about some things that may have helped you
decide to use food stamp benefits.

D17e: Areyou uncomfortable getting food from charities or other programs?”
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D17f: Do havefamily or friends close-by that you could approach for food?

5. Section E: Reasonsfor FSP Nonparticipation

The objective of the questionsin Section E of the main questionnairesis to ask nonparticipant
respondentsdirectly why they do not currently participateinthe FSP. Respondentsarefirst asked, ina
seriesof closed-ended questions, whether aspecific factor was areason they did not participate (Questions
Elato Elp). After each question, the respondent was then asked whether it was an important reason they
do not receive food stamps (Questions E2ato E2p). After al potential reasons are explored and the
respondent is given an opportunity to identify any other reasons that were not asked about by the
interviewer, theinterviewer than asks the respondent to identify the most important reason (Question E4).
Theremainder of Section E includes more detailed questionsabout particular reasonsfor nonparticipation
giveninE1. For example, respondentsanswering that they think they arenot eigiblefor food stamps (E1b)
areasked why they think they areineligible (E7), whether someonetold them they arenot eligible, and if
so, who told them and when (E8, E8a, and E8b), or whether they think they areineligible becausethey
know someonelikethemwhoisindigible (E8c). Section Eisincludedinthenonparticipant questionnaires
only. Both thelong and short versions of the questionnaire contain the complete section.

Overdl, Section E of the questionnairesworked well. However, respondents had some difficulties
with afew of the questions. The problematic Section E questions and recommended revisions are
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discussed below. Because Section E contains several complex skip patterns based on responsesto E1-
series questions, using a hard-copy instrument was difficult and time-consuming for interviewers.
Adminigtration of Section E would be greatly smplified, and fewer interviewer errors made, if it were

administered by CASI.

a. Recommended Revisionsto Question Grid E1 through E4

Respondents had difficulty with two questionsin the E1-series. Question E1c asksrespondents: “ Do
you think it would be hard to get to the food stamp office?” Respondents who did not know where
to go or who to contact in order to apply for food stamp benefits had some difficulty with this question.
One possiblefix would be only to ask E1c if respondents know whereto gpply (thet is, they respond “yes’
on E1q). However, wethink accessto thefood stamp officeis sufficiently important that all respondents
should be queried on the concept, regardless whether or not they know exactly where to apply. We
recommend that the following interviewer instruction be added to Question E1c:

“Elc INTERVIEWER INSTRUCTION: |IF RESPONDENT ANSWERED
“DON'T KNOW’ to Ela, THEN READ: Typically you must go to the local
food stamp office in-person in order to apply for food stamps. Depending on
how far you live from the office, you may need to drive, take a taxi or public
transportation, or walk, in order to get there.”

Weintended thisquestion to a so include difficulties getting to the food stamp office because of congtraints
related to employment and problemsfinding care for adependent inthe home. However, whenaskedin
Elpfor other reasonsthat the respondent did not participate, some working nonparticipants reported that

an important reasons for not using food slamps was that they could not take time off work.  To makethis

guestion clearer, we recommend that the question be revised as follows:
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“Elc Do you think it would be hard to get to a food stamp office to apply for food
stamps because of transportation problems, health problems, difficulty taking time of
work, or because of the need to find care for someone in your home.”

We probe in question E10 for the reason the respondent finds it difficult to get to afood stamp office.

Several respondents asked interviewers to repeat Question E1Kk:

“E1k Would you dislike relying on government assistance?”

Respondents struggled with the meaning of “government assistance.” We recommend revising this

guestion to read as follows:

“E1k Would you didlike having to rely on the government for assistance?’

Respondents had difficulty with the E2-series questions asking whether a particular factor that they
reported as having somerolein their decison not to participate was * an important reason” they did not use
food stamps. We have carefully reviewed the benefitsand costs of retaining the E2-series questions and
recommend that they be dropped from the questionnaire. The E1-seriesidentifies reasons households are
not participating in the FSP and E4 provides respondents an opportunity to state what they perceiveto be
the most important reason for not participating. Thus, the value of the E2-seriesisthat it can tell uswhich
of the potentially several reasons identified in the E1-series are the more important ones. But this
information comeswith acost. Behaviord coding of the pretest questionnairesindicated that interviewer-
respondent interaction for E2-series questions was “medium” or “high” for approximately half of
respondents (10 of 20). Several of respondents asked the interviewer to either clarify or repeat one or
more of the E2-seriesquestions. In addition, the E2-seriestook several minutesto administer. Thisis
because the interviewer needsto repeat the question: “Isthisan important reason you don’t use food
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stamp benefits?” each time arespondent gives aresponse consistent with areason for nonparticipation
in E1. Knowing which of severd reasons given by respondents are the more important onesisnot worth
increasing the length of theinterview and risking theloss of interest and focusinthe survey. Also, aswe
will show in Chapter IV, the distribution of responsesto the questions about the important reasonsthat the
respondent did not participateissimilar to that of the responsesto the questions about whether the factor
played any rolein the decison to participate. This suggests that the E2-series does not add much to our
understanding of the reasons for nonparticipation.

Theliteraturereview and focus groupswe conducted prior to our preparing the study questionnaires
revealed that some participants believed that, as current and/or former taxpayers, they were entitled to
receive food stamps (McConnell and Nixon 1996; Ponza and McConnell 1997). Both participants and
nonparticipants are asked a question to assess whether they have this attitude (nonparticipants are asked
thisin Question E19 and participantsare asked thisin Question D17¢). Behavioral coding revealed an
excessive amount of respondent-interviewer interaction to this question. Several respondents asked for
clarification or for theinterviewer to repest the question. The problem isthe placement of thequestionin
thequestionnaire. Asthelast questionin Section E, itisnothing likethe other questionsin Section E nor
the questions that follow in Section F. We recommend moving the question to Section B for

nonparticipants, and revising it as follows:

“B3 Do you think it's OK for people who have paid taxes to get food stamps?”

We recommend replacing Question D17c¢ with this question in the participant questionnaires.
Twenty working nonparticipantsand nine el derly nonparticipants responded that they had * other”

reasons for nonparticipation. In 13 of these cases, the “other” reasons given were reasons that the
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respondent had aready given. One respondent gave an inability to obtain the necessary documentation
as areason for nonparticipation and one other respondent cited “religious reasons.” The remaining
respondents gave nonsensical responses. We do not recommend adding any questions because of these

“other” responses.

b. Other Recommended Changesto Section E

All respondentswho said they thought they wereineligiblefor food stamps, were asked why they
thought they wereindligible (Question E7). Threetypesof responsesthat were coded as* other-specify”
areworth discussion. First, some nonparticipants said that they “did not need food stamps’ in response
tothequedtion about digibility. As*lack of need” isnot areasonfor indigibility, in any futureadministration
of the survey, interviewers should be instructed to probe for the underlying reason. For example, the
interviewer could probe: “ But why do you think you are not eligible? Do you think it is because
your income is too high, you have too many assets, or some other reason?’ Second, some
nonparticipantsthought that they were categoricaly indigible. Many of these nonparticipantsthought they
were categoricaly ineligible becausethey worked. Othersthought they were categoricdly ineligiblefor
other reasons, such astherewereno childreninthe household. Third, some respondents thought they
wereindigible because they were students. We recommend adding “student,” “ categorically indigible
becauseworking,” and* categoricaly indigiblefor someother reason” asadditiona response categories.

Question E12b asks respondentswho thought they would have to wait along timeto be served how
long they thought they would haveto wait. There were four response categories: 15 minutes or less, 16

to 30 minutes, 31 minutes to one hour, and more than one hour. As more than half the respondents
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responded “ morethan one hour,” we recommend changing thefourth category to “oneto two hours’ and

adding an additional category “more than two hours.”

6. Section F. Receipt of Food Assistance from Sour ces Other Than the FSP

Section F contains questionsabout household members' recelpt of food ass stance from sources other
than the FSP. These sources include: community or senior centers, school breskfast and lunch programs,
WIC,; friends or relatives, emergency food network sources; through work; or other sources. Most of the
guestionsthat appear in Section F weretaken from the April Food Security Supplement of the Current
Population Survey (CPS).

Respondents had no trouble with these questions. Interviewer-respondent interaction was normal.
No more than one respondent asked the interviewer to clarify or repeet the question on any single question.
Section F gquestions worked well and do not need to be revised in any way.

Section F offersafew possibilitiesto cut back on thelength of thelong version of the questionnaire.
First, Questions F9 and F10 could be combined into asingle question that asksabout receipt of food and
mealsfrom “emergency sources” We could delete Question F7 that asks whether the household received
food or vouchersto buy food from any other kind of program since the prevadence of thisisrare and could

be recorded under “food or meals obtained from any other sources we haven't dready mentioned.” ®

7. Section G: Food Security
Section G of the questionnaires asks about the food security of the respondents’ households. The

questionsinthis section were al taken from the April Food Security Supplement Food Security/Hunger

% ess than 2 percent of respondents received food assistance from any other kind of program.
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Core Section of the CPS. The short-verson of the questionnaire contained ashorter verson of the section,
containing approximately half as many questions as the full section.

The food security questions in the main questionnaires appear in other nationa surveys. For
comparability with other findings, it isdesirablethat the survey, if implemented on anationd basis, include
thesameversonsasother surveys. Consequently, weare not recommending that any of the questionsbe
changed. However, the pretest showsthat the section isdemanding, requiring moreinterviewer-respondent
interaction than typical.

Behaviord coding indicated that interviewer-respondent interaction tended to bein the“ medium” range
for severa Section G questions. Thisisto be expected given the structure of the questions. Questionsin
thisseriestypically start with adescription of some dimension of food insecurity and then ask respondents
whether itis” oftentrue,” “sometimestrue,” or “never true’ for their household. Respondents sometimes
forget what dimension isbeing asked about by the timetheinterviewer getsto the end of the question,
requiring the interviewer to repeat part or all of the question.

In addition, severa of the questions are complex, requiring the respondent to process multiple
conceptsbeforearticulating ananswer. A good exampleof thisisQuestion G9: “ I n thelast 12 months,
did you ever cut the size of your meals or skip meals because there wasn’t enough money for
food?” Respondentsneed to think about severa things beforethey can givean answer: (1) did | cut the
sizeof meals?, (2) did | skip meals?; (3) did | do this because there wasn't enough money for food?; and
(4) did | do thisat any time in the last year?

Respondents had more difficulty with Question G5 than any other questionin the sequence. Question

G5 reads as follows:
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“G5 (I/We) relied on only a few kinds of low-cost foods to feed (my/our) (child/the
children) because (I was/we were) running out of money to buy food.” Was that often,
sometimes, or never true for (you/your household) in the past 12 months?

Probe: By low-cost food we mean rice, beans, macaroni products, bread, or potatoes, or
foods like that.

Often true.......cccoovveeeveenerceeens 01
Sometimestrue........ccceeveerereenene 02
NEVEr true ......ccoecvviiiiiniiiis 03
DON’'T KNOW.....cccoeiierieeieene -17

Respondents in one-quarter of the interviews that were behavioral coded requested that the interviewer
either repeat or clarify this question. FNS may want to consider breaking the question into two
components, similar to G9/G9a:

“G5 In the past 12 months, did (you/your household) rely on only a few kinds of low-

cost foods to feed (your/your household's) (child/children) because (you/we were)

running out of money to buy food.”

Probe: By low-cost food we mean rice, beans, macaroni products, bread, or potatoes, or
foods like that.

YES oo 01
NO o 00 SKIP TO G10
DON'T KNOW ......ccovvviriirnene -1 SKIP TO G10

Gba Wasthat often or sometimes true for (you/your household) in the last 12 months?

Often true.....coeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen, 01
SOMEtiMEStIUe......cocceeeeeeennn. 02
DON'T KNOW.....ooeeeeeeeeeeen -1”
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Fndly, the section containsanumber of complex skipsthat requireinterviewersto processinformation
from previousquestions, often combinations of questions, in order to determinewhich questionto ask next.
Weimplemented proceduresto facilitatethis processin the hard-copy administration of the questionnaire.®
Despitethese procedures, interviewerswere proneto makeerrorsin the complex skip logic and the section
took severd minutesto administer. Someinterviewerswereaso making minor changeswhen administering
certain questions, athough they usudly did not changethe meaning of the questionswhen doing so. The
administration of theinstrument would be much quicker and much lessproneto interviewer error if done

by CASI.

8. Section H: Employment History

Section H obtains detail ed information on employment of household members. 1t asksrespondents
to report the wage rate and hours worked of each person in the household. It aso asksabout the current
occupation and thework history of the person in the household who works the most hours. SectionH
appearsonly in the long versions of both working and e derly household questionnaires. (Inall other
guestionnaires we ask the respondent how many peoplein the household currently work at ajob for pay
and whether the respondent works for pay. These questions are in Section A of the questionnaire,
however). Most of the Section H questions were adapted from other national surveys, such asthe survey
developed by MPR for the U.S. Department of Labor’s Trade Adjustment Assistance study.

Section H questionsworked-well. Therewasmodest interviewer-respondent interaction prior tothe
respondent answering questions. Therewasreaively littlemissng data. Some respondents had difficulty

providing information on the weekly work hours (H2) and wages/sdary (H3) of other household members

A gteriskswere placed next to response codes of questionsthat interviewerswould need to reference
in order to decide on skip patterns.
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because they might not know it precisely. Some respondents were reluctant to give information on their
wagesor sdary and that of other household members. However, many of theseindividuasprovided the
information after interviewers reminded them that their responseswould be kept confidential and that only
aggregate or summary measures would be reported for the entire sample and not the earnings of individua

households or family members.

9. Section|: Health

Section | isashort section which collectsinformation on the generd health and physical and cognitive
functioning of respondentsin elderly households only. The questions appearing in this section of the
guestionnaire were adapted from the questionsin the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey
(NHANES 1) and the 1990 Census of Population. Respondents had no difficulty answering these
questions. Therewasminimal missing data. Interviewer-respondent interaction prior to answering the

guestion for most respondents was “low.” These questions do not need to be changed.

10. Section J: Social Supports

Section Jof the main questionnaires asks respondents a series of questions about the length of time
they havelivedin the neighborhood, the frequency of making socid vistsor having peopleto their homes,
and whether relativeslive close-by. The questions were adapted from NHANES I11. Respondents had

no problems with these questions.

11. Section K: Income and Expenses
Questions on income and expenses of the respondents household are contained in Section K. These

guestions only appear in the long versions of the working and elderly participant and nonparticipant
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guestionnaires. Respondents generally did not have difficulty responding to these questions. However,
there were afew exceptions.
Questions K3 and K4 ask respondents who own their homes whether their mortgage includes

property taxes and insurance:

“K3 (Do you/Does your household) make a separate home insurance payment?”

“K4 (Do you/Does your household) pay a separate property tax bill?”

Several respondents asked interviewersto repeat these questions. We propose revising both questions
so that they get at the underlying issue more directly, as follows:
“K3 (Do you/Does your household) make a separate home insurance payment or isit
included in your mortgage payment?
MAKE A SEPARATE PAYMENT ..o 01
INCLUDED IN MORTGAGE PAYMENT ....... 02
DON’'T KNOW ... -1”
“K4 (Do you/Does your household) pay a separate property tax bill or isit included in
the mortgage payment?
MAKE A SEPARATE PAYMENT ..o 01
INCLUDED IN MORTGAGE PAYMENT ....... 02

DON'T KNOW .....oociiiiiiriiiinieee s -17

A similar criticism applies to Question K5a:

“K5a (Do you/Does your household) pay separate heating or air-conditioning costs?
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We recommend that K5a be revised to read:

“K5a (Do you/Does your household) pay separate heating or air-conditioning costs or
are these costs included in your monthly rent payment?

MAKE A SEPARATE PAYMENT ......ccccovenenne 01
INCLUDED IN RENT PAYMENT .....cccccvvene 02
DON'T KNOW ....ooiiiiiiiinienieereseeseere e -17

Respondents had difficulty with question sequence K7b through K9, which asks whether the
household contains disabled members or elderly, and, if so, what were the household’ s out-of-pocket
expensesfor medical expensesfor theseindividuas. Respondents had difficulty understanding what we
meant by “ disabled household member.” Our approach entail ed asking whether the household contained
disabled individuals and then defining what we meant by disability. We believethe preferredway to get
a thisissueisto ask directly whether the household containsindividua ssatisfying our definition. Making
this change affects other questionsin the series. We recommend series K7b through K9 berevised as
follows:

“K7b: Does anyone in the household receive SSI benefits because of a disability, or

receive social security disability checks, disability retirement pensions, railroad
retirement disability payments, or veteran disability benefits?

YES oo 01
NO o 00
DON'T KNOW ......ccoceevvireennn. -1
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K7c Isthere anyonein your household who is age 60 or older?

YES oo 01
NO o 00
DON'T KNOW ......ccooeevvireennn. -1

K7d INTERVIEWER: CHECK K7b and K7c. ISANYONE IN THE HOUSEHOLD
DISABLED (K7b EQUALS 01) OR AGE 60 OR OLDER (K7c EQUALS 01)?

NO s 00 ---> SKIP TO K10

K8 Last month, did (you/your household) pay health insurance premiums or make
paymentsto belong to an HMO (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)?

PAY HEALTH INSURANCE PREMIUMS. ................ 01
MAKE PAYMENTSTO BELONG TO AN HMO ....... 02
DO NOT MAKE PAYMENTS ..o 00 ---> SKIP TO K9
DON'T KNOW ..ottt -1 ---> SKIP TOK9

K8a Now thinking about those individuals receiving disability benefits or are age 60
or older, how much did (you/your household) pay last month for health insurance
premiums and paymentsto belong to an HMO? Pleasetell me only the amount that you
and members of your household pay out-of-pocket.

$__ L1 1 |

DON'T KNOW .....ccovviiirnnn -1

K8b NO QUESTION THISVERSION
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K8c INTERVIEWER: CHECK K7b and K7c. ISANYONE IN THE HOUSEHOLD
DISABLED (K7b EQUALS 01) OR AGE 60 OR OLDER (K7c EQUALS 01)?

NO i 00 ---> SKIP TO K10

K9 Now think about the people in your household who receive disability benefitsor are
age 60 or older. Last month how much were their out-of-pocket medical expenses?
Please include doctor and hospital bills, prescription drugs, lab tests, or X-rays, and any
other medical expenses you paid out-of-pocket. Please exclude anything for which you
will be reimbursed.

$__ L1 1 |

DON'T KNOW ......ccovviiiirnnn -1

One omission from the questionnaire was aquestion to elicit how many household memberswere
either dderly or disabled. Thisinformation isneeded to determine how many peopleinthe household can

use the medical deduction. To obtain this information we recommend adding two questions after K7b,

K7bl Isany disabled person in your household not elderly?

NO .o 00 SKIPTOKTYc

K7b2 How many people in your household are not elderly?

Aninterviewer check can beincluded asK 7aso that househol ds containing only elderly personscan

skip the questions about disabilities:
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K7aINTERVIEWER CHECK.
I s everyone in the household elderly?
YES ..o 01 SKIPTOKS8

NO .o, 00

K7c could also be an interviewer check.

Question grid K10.1 through K 14.11 asksrespondentsabout incomes sources and amountsreceived
by all membersin the household. Thisisademanding sequence of questions. Behavioral coding of
responses indicated interviewer-respondent interaction in the “medium” to “high” range for several
respondentsfor at |east oneincome source or amount. Severa respondents needed interviewersto repeat
or clarify questions. A few were reluctant to provide information on amounts of income received.
However, we do not think we can make this series of questions easier without sacrificing some of the
information collected. Theadministration of thissequence of questionswould begreetly improved if it was
administered by CASl.

Questions K 15 through K17 were designed to provide information to calcul ate the value of each
vehicle owned by household members. Question K15 asks the respondent whether anyone in the
household ownsavehicle. QuestionsK 16 askshouseholdswith vehiclesto providetheyear, make, and
model of each vehicle (up to three). These data can be used to estimate the value of the vehiclesusing
published data on the prices of used vehicles.® If respondents are unable to answer Question K 16,

respondents are asked in Question K17 for the approximate value of the vehicles.

*Pricesof used vehiclesare available on severd internet sites. To vauethevehiclesreportedinthe
pretest, we used the internet site: http://www.autopricing.com.
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Some nonparticipant respondents who reported in the screening interview that no onein their
household had any vehicles, were asked about their vehicles again in Question K15. Thiswas because
with ahard-copy questionnaireit wastoo difficult for the interviewer to go back and check the response
to thevehiclequestioninthescreening interview beforeasking K15. Although no respondents complained
about this question, we recommend that if the main questionnaireisto be administered by CASl that the
vehicle questions are not asked of respondentswho report in the screening interview that they have no
vehicles.

Some respondents had difficulty answering the question about the year, make, and model of their
vehicles(Question K16.). Approximately 20 percent of respondentswho owned one or more vehicles
elther responded that they “didn’t know” or did not provide enough information for usto estimatethevaue
of the household’ svehicles. It may bepossibleto substantially reduce missing data by inserting probes.
For example, severa respondents knew the year and make, but not the model of the vehicle. InaCATI
survey, the computer could be programmed to insert aprobe that helped respondents recall the model.
Respondents sometimes gave the make instead of the“model.” Again, inaCATI survey, the computer
could be programmed to not accept this answer, prompting the interviewer to re-ask the question.

Even when respondentsanswered Question K 16, we did not receive enough informationto makean
accurate determination of the vehicle price. No respondent in the pretest gave the exact model of the
vehicle. In nearly all cases, the respondents gave a one-word answer such as* Camry” or “Corolla.”
However, therearemany versonsof eachmodel. For example, in 1990 therewere seven versions of the

ToyotaCamry, ranging from an averageretail price of $3,650 for the Base Sedan to $5,950 for the LE
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ALL-TRAC Sedan 4-speed AT.* The prices also vary with the condition of the vehicle and any
nonstandard equipment it may have.

We recommend dropping question K17 that probesfor the value of the vehicle. We believe that
respondents who do not know the year, make, and model of a vehicle are unlikely to know the
approximatevaueof thevehicle. Inthe pretest, theinstructionsto theinterviewerswereto ask about the
vaueof thevehiclesonly if information on al the household vehicleswasmissing. If FNSwishestoretain
this question, the ingtructions should be changed o that the interviewers ask about each vehicle for which

thereis any missing data on year, make, or model of avehicle.

12. Section L: Demographic Information

Questionsthat obtai n information on the demographi ¢ characteristics of the respondent, such asage,
race/ethnicity, education, marital status, and citizenship appear in Section L. Respondents had little
difficulty with these questions. Review of the 40 questionnaires subject to behavioral coding showed no
more than one or two respondents asked for clarification or for the interviewer to repesat the question for
each question. Interviewer-respondent interaction prior to answering was consistently “low” for all
questionsin thissection. No item had more than 5 percent nonresponse most items had nonresponsein

the 1 to 2 percent range.

E. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS
Overdl, the main questionnaires worked well and were well-received by respondents. The overal
completion rate for the mixed-mode survey questionnaire, once ahousehold was determined eligible by

the screening process, was approximately 85 percent. Theoverall responseratefor the pretest survey,

%30btained from the internet site: http://www.autopricing.com
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when one takes into account the screening interview completion rate, was 51 percent. Questionnaire
completionratesvaried by interview mode: they were substantialy higher for questionnairesadministered
by tel ephone than in-person (88 percent versus 70 percent). Many of the respondents who refused to
complete an in-person interview reported that they would have completed theinterview if they had been
surveyed over the telephone. For househol ds with telephones, this suggests that the best strategy for
fielding the questionnaires on anationa level would be by telephone. Completion rateswere lower for
longer versions of the questionnaires.

We recommend that the requirement that the respondent to the main questionnaire is the person who
would or did apply for food stamps be relaxed to any adult in the household who might apply for food
stamps. Thiswould increasethelikelihood that the respondent to the main questionnairewould bethe same
person whoisadministered the screening questionnaire. We expect that thiswould raisethe completion
ratesto themain questionnairesand wewould still talk with someone knowl edgeabl e about the household' s
experiences and decision-making.

For telephone interviews, the “long” version of the questionnaire took on average 26 minutes to
administer and the* short” verson 15 minutes. |n-person interviewstook approximeately 10 minuteslonger
to administer in each case. In addition, many respondents, especialy elderly ones, complained about the
length of thelong version of thequestionnaires. Werecommend afind version of thequestionnairedightly
shorter than the long versions of the questionnaire used in the pretest. We recommend waysto shorten the
long questionnaires in the next chapter.

The main questionnaires were difficult to administer using hard-copy because of complicated skip
patternsand fills. 1t would be much more efficient to administer the entire survey by CASl; administering

the main questionnaire by CASI could shorten thelength of theinterview. We administered the main
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guestionnaire using hard copy in the pretest to avoid the cost of programming theinstrumentsfor sucha
small sample. We recommend that CASI be used for both the screening interviews and the main
guestionnaires, should the survey be implemented nationally.

Asexpected, respondentshad difficulty with some questions. However, most of these problemscan
be remedied by revising questions. In most casestherevisions are straightforward: change aword or
phrase, smplify language, sharpen probes, include probes as part of the question, add interviewer
instructions, or expand response categories. Some fixeswill require adding questions or breaking a

complex question into two or more questions or components.
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V. THE INFORMATION COLLECTED BY THE QUESTIONNAIRES

The questionnaireswere designed so that if administered on alarger, nationd scaethey would enable
FNSto collect sufficient datato ascertain the reasons working and el derly households have low rates of
FSP participation. Carewas taken to ensure that FNS would have sufficient information to be ableto
assess Whether the low rates of FSP participation are a cause for concern and, if they are, be able to
recommend the necessary policy changes. This chapter assessesthe ability of the questionnairesto collect
sufficient information about the reasons for nonparticipation to make policy recommendations.

The pretest provided information on the experiences and attitudes of samplesof FSP participantsand
nonparticipantsfromworking and e derly householdsresidinginten U.S. counties. Becausethe samples
were purposively selected and the sample sizesare small, it isnot appropriate to use the data to make
inferences about the reasons househol ds containing working and elderly members do not participatein the
FSP nationally. However, we do present some of the findings from the pretest in this chapter for two
reasons. First, doing soillustratesthe breadth of information that would be obtained from fielding the
survey on anationa level. Second, it provides an opportunity to assess whether the questionnaires collect
the appropriatedata. By carrying out some descriptive and comparative andyses and displaying results,
wewill be able to determine whether there are specific topics or questions that need to be added and/or
superfluous questions that may be deleted.

The chapter isorganized into Six sections. Section A providesan overview of research objectivesand
questionsthat may beaddressed with data.collected from themain questionnairesand describestheanalytic
approaches to address them. Section B discusses how information from the long questionnaires can be
used to make a better prediction of FSP digibility than was made by the screening interview. Section C

showsthe range of anayses and findings on the reasons reported by respondents from working and elderly



households for not participating in the FSP. Section D demonstrates how the characteristics and
experiences of participantsand nonparticipants may be compared to gain additiond insght into the reasons
some working and elderly households participate while others do not. Section E compares the data
collected by mode of interview administration. Finally, Section F summarizes our main findings and

discussestheir implicationsfor asurvey of nonparticipation that would be administered onalarger scale.

A. OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH OBJECTIVESAND ANALYTIC APPROACHES
We designed the questionnairesto alow two lines of inquiry into the reasonsfor nonparticipation: (1)
adirect gpproach--asking personswho were probably digiblefor food sampswhy they did not participate
in the FSP, and (2) an indirect approach--making statistical comparisons of the characteristics and
experiences of FSP participants and nonparticipants that can be used to infer reasons for nonparticipation.
Data collected from the questionnaires woul d support abroad-based analysis of FSP nonparticipation
by working and € derly househol dsthat, at aminimum, would enable FNSto addressthefollowing specific

research questions:

1. What reasons are given by FSP-eligible nonparticipants for not participating in the FSP?
2. Do the reasons given for nonparticipation differ for working and elderly househol ds?

3. How do the characteristics and past experiences of nonparticipants who give certain reasonsfor
nonparticipation differ from those who do not give the reasons?

4. How do the characteristics of FSP participants differ from those of nonparticipants?

5. What past experiences have participants and nonpartici pants had with the FSP that may have
affected their household' s decision to participate?

6. Do participants have certain attitudes, motivations, or resources that nonparticipants do not
have that enable them to overcome perceived barriers to FSP participation?
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7. Arethelow participation rates by working and elderly households a cause for concern? If
so, for which subgroups?

8. What program or policy changes are needed to increase participation by working and ederly
househol ds?

Three types of analysis could be conducted with the data collected from the questionnaires:

1. Descriptive tabular analyses. These involve presenting means and frequencies of the
characteristicsor past experiencesof either FSP nonparticipants or participants, and of the
reasons given for nonparticipation (nonparticipants only).

2. Comparative tabular analyses. These involve comparing means and frequencies of
characterigtics or past experiencesof (1) FSP-eligible nonparticipants and FSP participants
or (2) different subgroups of nonparticipants, such as nonparticipants who give a specific
reason for nonparticipation.

3. Multivariate regression analyses. These involve regressing outcomes, such as the
household’ s decision whether to participate in the FSP or specific reasons reported for
nonparticipation, on individua and household characterigtics, attitudes, and past experiences
with the FSP.

B. INFORMATION TO DETERMINE FSP ELIGIBILITY

TheRDD screening interview was designed to screen out respondentsthat arenot digiblefor the FSP.
However, becausethe screening interview needsto be short, someindigible respondentswill till passthe
testsin the screening interview and be administered amain questionnaire. Including respondents who are
ineligiblefor food stampsin samplesof FSP-dligible nonparticipantswill biasthefindingson thereasons
for nonparticipation. For example, respondentswho areindigiblearemorelikely to say they do not need
food stamps and that they think (correctly) they are ineligible.

Thelong versons of the questionnairesincluded questions on income by source, expenses required

to determinenet income, vehicles, and citizenship information. Thisinformation can be used to better

ascertain whether nonparticipantsinthe samplearelikely to be digiblefor the FSP. We chosenot to ask
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any questions about financia assetsother than the onesin the screening interview, because questions about
financia assetsarelengthy, sengtive, and difficult to answer. Because of thetime constraints, wedid not
collect information on income, expenses, vehicles, or citizenship on the short questionnaires.

In analyzing the datafrom the national survey, the sample should be restricted to only thosethat are
determined FSP ligible based on the more detailed information about income, expenses, and vehicles.
Wefound inthe pretest samplesthat over one-third of nonparticipants who passed the screening interview
were found to be ineligible based on data collected by the main questionnaires. Because so many
households were found ineligible based on the more detailed income, expense, and vehicleinformation, it
isimportant that thisinformationis collected in any survey on nonparticipation. Also, indesigning anationd
survey, the sample sizesshould beinflated to take into account that most of the analyses of nonparticipation
will be conducted on only respondentsthat are determined eigiblefor food samps using the more detailed
available income, expense, and vehicle data.

Asover 40 percent of working nonparticipant househol ds reported in the main questionnaires usua
wage rates and weekly hoursworked that would be inconsstent with amonthly household income below
130 percent of poverty, we recommend adding an additional question and an interviewer check after the
existing earnings questionsin themain questionnaires. After the respondent hasgiven the“usual” hours
worked and hourly wage rate, we would ask whether each working household member worked these
hours over the past month. If they reply that they did not, we would ask how many hoursin total they
worked over the past month. Using CASl, the computer could cal culate the implied monthly household
earnings from thepreviousresponses. If thetota earnings exceeds 130 percent of poverty, theinterviewer
could ask the respondent to reconcile the reported earnings with the reported monthly income in the

screening interview.
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C. REASONS REPORTED BY RESPONDENTS FOR NOT PARTICIPATING IN THE
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Themost obviousway to collect information on the reasonsfor nonparticipationisto ask FSP-eligible
nonparticipantsdirectly why they do not participatein theprogram. The questionnairesask nonparticipants
about their participation decisonsintwo ways. First, each nonparticipant questionnaireincludesasection
that asksrespondentsdirectly about reasonsthey currently do not participate. Second, the questionnaires
ask nonparticipantswho had received food stamps sometime in the previous three years why they had
stopped participating in the program; nonparticipantswho had begun the FSP application process but not
completed it, why they did not completeit; and nonparticipantswho had received food stamps but not used
them, why they had not used them.®* Therest of this section discussestheinformation collected from these

two sets of questions.

1. Reasonsfor Currently Not Participating in the FSP

Previous surveys have found that when asked in one or two questions why they do not participate,
respondents tend to give answers that are too vague to use as a basis for policy recommendations
(McConnell and Nixon 1996). To avoid this, the questionnaires ask a series of structured closed-ended
guestions about the reasons for nonparticipation.

We begin by asking whether the respondent had heard of food stamps or the FSP before the survey

(Question B0).* If they had not heard of food stamps or the FSP, we assumed that this was the most

#Quetions about why the respondent did not complete the gpplication process and why they did not
use food stamps they received are also asked of participants.

%This question was not included in the short versions of the questionnaires.
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important reason why they did not participate and did not ask the respondent any more questions about
the reasons why they did not participate.

For respondents who had heard of food stamps or the FSP, for 15 separate reasons, we asked the
respondentswhether the reason was applicableto them, and if it was, whether it wasan important reason
they did not participate. At the end of this series of questions, we asked whether there were any other
reasonsfor their nonparticipation that we had not covered. We then asked which wasthe most important
reason they did not participate.

The reasons for nonparticipation fall into five broad categories:

1. Lack of information, including an unawareness of the existence of the FSP, lack of

knowledge about where or how to apply for food stamps, and misperceptionsabout eigibility.

2. Perceivedlack of need, including aperception that the respondent “ could get by” without

food stamps, the belief that other households are more deserving, and a belief that the

respondent’ s need is only temporary.

3. Sizeof the FSP benefit isso low that the respondent does not think it isworthwhile to apply
for food stamps.

4. Program featuresand administration including the complexity of the application process,
problems getting to the FSP office, program requests for personal information, and
perceptions of discourteous staff and unpleasant offices.

5. Psychological reasonsincluding the stigmarelated to applying for and using food stamps,
an dtitude of not wanting help from the government, or the belief that family and friendswould
not be supportive of the decision to participate.

Table 1V.1 presents the responses to these questions about nonparticipation given by the

nonparticipantsinthe pretest. Thefindingspresentedin TablelV.1 and other tablesin thischapter are

illustrative and should not be used as a basis on which to make inferences about the reasons for

nonparticipation. The columns entitled “ Applicable Reason” in Table IV.1 show the percentage of
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TABLEIV.1

REASONS REPORTED BY NONPARTICIPANTS FOR NOT PARTICIPATING IN THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM?

Percent of Nonparticipants®

et

Working Elderly

Applicable  Important Most |mportant Applicable  Important  Most Important
Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason
Lack of Information
Don't know FSP exists® 2 2 2 7 7 7
Don’'t know where to go or who to contact to apply 36 9 2 46 8 2
Don't think eligible for FSP benefits 41 29 11 33 23 7
Perceived Lack of Need
Can get by on my own without FSP benefits 79 73 24 84 55 25
Feel others need FSP benefits more 80 52 13 75 50 14
Need is only temporary 63 36 5 30 16 3
Expected FSP Benefits Too L ow
Think eligible for only alow benefit amount 45 24 5 35 23 8
Problems Related to Program Administration
Hard to get to FSP office 11 6 3 25 13 3
Application process is too long and complicated 23 12 3 27 15 2
Questions are too personal 21 8 2 24 16 2
FSP office staff are disrespectful 24 15 4 9 3 1

FSP officeis unpleasant or unsafe 12 7 2 14 9 2




viT

TABLE 1V.1 (Continued)

Percent of Nonpartici pants®

Working Elderly

Applicable  Important Most Important Applicable Important  Most Important
Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason Reason
Psychological Reasons
Other family members or friends would not approve of
respondent receiving food stamps 11 5 0 1 1 0
Feel embarrassed applying for FSP benefits 25 14 3 27 14 2
Would feel embarrassed using FSP benefits 16 12 1 25 18 2
Didlike relying on the government for assistance 44 29 3 37 21 3
Other Reasons 5 10 1 7 4 1
No reason given 12 12 12 14 14 14
Missing data 0 0 1 0 0 2
Sample Size 177 177 177 126 126 126

NOTES:

#Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons households do not participate in the FSP nationally. Because the data were collected
in a pretest, the samples are small and not nationally representative.

®| ncludes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible for food stamp benefits.

“This is the percentage of nonparticipant respondents to the long questionnaires who said they had not heard of food stamps or the FSP before we interviewed them.
These respondents were not asked about the reasons they did not participate; it was assumed that they were not participating because they were unaware of the
existence of the program. For these respondents, we counted an unawareness of the FSP as both an “important reason” and “the most important reason” for not
participating.

“Three percent of the nonparticipants administered long questionnaires responded that they had not heard of food stamps or the FSP.

“Twelve percent of the nonparticipants administered long questionnaires reported that they had not heard of food stamps or the FSP.



nonparticipantsreporting that agiven reason has at |east somerolein the decision not to participate. The
columnsentitled “Important Reason” show the percentage of nonpartici pants reporting that the reason was
an important factor. The columns entitled “Most Important Reason” show the percentage of
nonparticipantswho report, after al reasons have been discussed, that the reason isthe most important
reason why they do not participate in the program.  To maintain sufficient sample sizes, the data presented
inTablelV.1and the other tablesin the chapter do not exclude respondentsthat we determined were not
eligible for food stamps.

All thereasonsfor nonparticipation asked about in the questionnairewererelevant. For each of the
16 reasons we asked about, the reason was applicable for morethan 5 percent of all respondents. We
do not recommend removing any of the direct questions about the reasons for nonparticipation (Questions
Elato Elp).

The most frequently cited reasons for nonparticipation by respondents from both working and elderly
households were related to a perceived lack of need for food stamps. Substantial proportions of
nonparticipants gave “can get by onmy own,” “feel others need food stampsmore,” and “need isonly
temporary” asreasonsfor nonparticipation. Because of thefrequency that reasonsrelated to alack of need
for nonparticipation are given, it isimportant that aquestionnaire about nonparticipation include questions
to ascertain:

C Whether thelack of needisrea or whether the respondent has aneed that they do not admit

to, perhaps because of embarrassment or other factors

¢ If the respondent does not need food stamps, whether this is because they receive food
assistance from other sources.
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Hence, it isimportant that the questionnaireinclude questions about both food security and sourcesof other
food assistance.

A belief that they areindigiblefor food ssampsisanimportant reason working and el derly households
do not participate in the program. This underlines the importance of collecting data to determine whether
the households are correct intheir belief that they areineligible. We aso recommend retaining the follow-
up questions that ask why respondentsthink they areindigibleand whether they weretold by someone
in a FSP office that they wereineligible, and if they were, how long ago they were told.

We asked in thelong questionnaires whether the respondent had heard of food stamps or the FSP
beforethey wereinterviewed for the pretest. Weincluded thisquestionin thelong questionnaireonly. We
were surprised to find that 12 percent of respondents from elderly househol ds asked this question reported
that they did not know about the existence of the FSP.** Thisis an important enough reason that the
guestion should be included in any questionnaire about the reasons for nonparticipation.

Thepretest findingsshownin TablelV.1 highlight theimportance of asking respondentsfor “themost
important reason for not participating” from among the factors that play arole in the decision not to
participate. Over 70 percent of al nonparticipants gave more than one reason for not participating.
Asking therespondent for the most important reason provides someinformation about theimportance of
eachreason. Asanexample, 45 percent of nonparticipantsfrom working househol dsexpect that they are
eligible for only asmall amount of benefits, and nearly 24 percent cite this as a reason they do not
participate, but only 5 percent say it is the most important reason they do not participate.

Thefindingsin Table V.1 aso confirm that it isnot necessary to ask respondents whether agiven

factor was an “important reason” they did not participate (Question sequence E2athrough E2p). The

%These nine respondents comprise 7 percent of al elderly nonparticipants interviewed.
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distributionsfor whether the reason was applicable and “whether it was an important reason” aresimilar
for most reasons. We recommend del eting sequence E2athrough E2p from the questionnairesinceits
inclusion does not add much information.
a. Characteristicsof Pretest Nonparticipants Giving Particular Reasonsfor Currently Not

Participating in the FSP

To obtain adeeper understanding of the reasonsfor current nonparticipation, both descriptive tabular
andysisand logit regression analyss can be used to assess whether some reasons are more important than
othersfor certain subgroups of nonparticipants. First, comparative tabular analysis can be used to
contrast the characteristics and past experiences of nonparticipants who give a particular reason for
nonparticipation with those of nonparticipantswho do not giveit asareason. Itisalso useful, but not
essential, to provide the distribution of the characteristics of FSP participants as a benchmark.

Logit regression can be used to identify subgroups of nonparticipants most likely to give particular
reasonsfor nonparticipation. Using theexampleabove, variablessuch asage, gender, educationlevel,
whether the respondent had previoudy received food stamps, the physical and cognitive functioning of the
respondent, and other characteristics and experiences are included in the regression equations as
independent variables. The difference between the tabular and logit andysesisthat the latter identifiesthe
independent effect that a given respondent characteristic or experience has on the likelihood of giving a
particular reason for nonparticipation, controlling for other measured respondent characteristics and
experiences.

FigurelV.1 summarizes someof the key characteristicsand experiencesthat could be consideredin
thetabular and regression analyses designed to explain how variousreasonsfor nonparticipation differ

across nonparticipants, assuming that datawill be collected using the long
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FIGUREIV.1

ANALY SES OF REASONS FOR FOOD STAMP PROGRAM NONPARTICIPATION BY
KEY CHARACTERISTICS AND EXPERIENCES OF NONPARTICIPANTS

Dependent variable: “Don’t know about existence of the FSP”

Key Characteristics:

Don’t know anyone who applied for FSP benefits

Had not received food stamps as a child (long version only)
Had not applied in the past

Education

Cognitive functioning (long version, elderly only)?

Age, gender, race/ethnicity

Citizenship (long version only)

O OO OO

Dependent variable: “Don’t know where or who to contact about how to apply for FSP benefits’

Key Characteristics:

Don't know anyone who applied for FSP benefits

Had not received food stamps as a child (long version only)
Had not applied in the past

Education

Cognitive functioning (long version, elderly-only)

Age, gender, race/ethnicity

Citizenship (long version only)

O OO OO OO

Dependent variable: “Don’t think eligible for FSP benefits’

Key Characteristics:

Have been found ineligible in past
Amount of FSP benefit (expected)

Income (long version only)

Home ownership (long version only)
Vehicle ownership (long version only)
Presence of working person (working only)
Age, gender, and race/ethnicity
Citizenship (long version only)

OO OO OO OO

Dependent variable: “ Can get by on my own without FSP benefits’ or “ Feel other sneed food stamp benefitsmore
than me”

Characteristics:
C Whether food secure (more measures available on long version than short version)
Whether receive food assistance from other sources (long version only)
Whether have social supports (long version only)
Household composition (more detailsin long version)
Whether believe others need food assistance more than their household does
Whether receive benefits from other government programs, such as SSI (long version only)
Income (long version only)
Age, gender, race/ethnicity
Citizenship (long version only)

O OO OO O OO
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FIGURE IV.1 (continued)

C

O OO OO

Dependent variable: “Need isonly temporary”

Characteristics:

Whether think will be working at same job three months from now (long version only)
Earning more or less three months from now (long version only)

Measures of stability of job (long version only)

Whether believe others need food stamps more than their household does

Age, gender, race/ethnicity

Citizenship (long version only)

C

O OO OO

Dependent variable: “ FSP benefitsare too low”

Characteristics:

Potential benefits?®

Expected benefits®

Perceiveit is hard or costly to get to food stamp office
Perceive application processis long and complicated
Age, gender, race/ethnicity

Citizenship (long version only)

[ep]

OO OO OO

Dependent variable: “Hard to get to the FSP office”

Characteristics:

Whether livein rura area

Whether own vehicle (long version only)

Whether have physical mobility limitations

Whether need to take time off work

Whether lose pay when apply

Whether have health problems (long version, elderly only)
Whether have dependents in household

Age, gender, race/ethnicity

Citizenship (long version only)

C
C
C

C
C
C

Dependent variable: “ Application processtoo long and complicated”

Characteristics:

Cognitive functioning (long version, elderly only)

Whether have health problems (long version, elderly only)

Whether have past experience applying for food stamps and perceived there to be problems with application
process

Age, race/ethnicity, and gender

Citizenship (long version only)

Education

C

O OO O

Dependent variable: “ Questionstoo personal”?

Characteristics:

Household composition (more details in the long version)
Amount and sources of income (long version only)

Age, racelethnicity, and gender

Citizenship (long version only)

Education
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FIGURE IV.1 (continued)

Dependent variable: “FSP office staff disrespectful”

Characteristics:

C Age
Urban vs. rural location
Income (long version only)
Race/ethnicity
Gender

OO OO

Dependent variable: Psychological reasonsfor nonparticipation

Characteristics:

C Age, gender, race/ethnicity
Whether received food stamps as a child
Education
Income (long version only)
Residential location (urban vs. rural)
Whether participated in the past

O OO OO

NoOTES:

& Analyses depicted above assume that data will be collected using the long versions of the questionnaires. If FNS
opts for the shorter versions, then not all of the subgroups or independent variables can be constructed and
included in the comparative tabular and regression analyses. We have noted in the table those variables available
only in the long version of the questionnaires.

® The amount of benefits the respondent would receive if they participated in the FSP. It is calculated from
household size and income information collected in the questionnaires.

¢ The amount of benefits the respondent thinks they would get if they participated in the FSP.

120



versionsof the questionnaires. Not al of the subgroups or independent variables can be constructed and
included in the comparative and regression analysesif the short versions of the questionnaires are used.
We have noted in the figure those variables available only in some versions of the questionnaires.
TablelV.2illustrates how we would present the tabular analysisfor the reasons related to alack of
need for food stamps. We present some distributions of characteristics of al participants, all
nonparticipants, and all nonparticipants who give one or more of three reasonsrelated to alack of need
(“canget by onmy own,” “othersneed themmore,” or “my need isonly temporary”) asthe most important
reason for nonparticipation. Similar anayses could be performed for nonparticipantswho gave alack of
need as an applicable factor.
Thefood security questionsin the questionnaires can be used to construct a“food security” scale®
Householdsare classified as either food secure or falling into one of three categories of food insecurity:

food insecure without hunger, food insecure with moderate hunger, and food insecure with severe hunger.

Of the nonpartici pantsfrom working househol dswho reported that they did not recelvefood stamps
for areason related to alack of need, asignificant proportion seem to be food insecure. These pretest
findings emphasize the importance of collecting food security data.

Respondentswho arefood insecure over a 12-month period may not befood insecure over ashorter
period. For example, respondents may have been food insecure Sx months ago, but since then, they have
had sufficient food. Hence, we cannot concludethat respondentswho perceivethey don’t currently need
food stamps are currently food insecure based on the data collected by the questionnaires. Given the

policy relevance of thefood security questions, we recommend that the questions cover ashorter period

3'This replicates the index used by Hamilton et al. (1997).
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TABLEIV.2

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF NONPARTICIPANTS WHO REPORTED THAT THE MOST IMPORTANT REASON FOR
NONPARTICIPATION WAS RELATED TO A LACK OF NEED FOR FOOD STAMPS
(Percentage Distributions)

Working Elderly
Nonparticipants’ Nonparticipants’
Nonparticipants Who Nonparticipants Who
All Gaveit asthe Most All Gaveit asthe Most
Participants  Nonparticipants Important Reason® Participants Nonparticipants Important Reason®
Food Security®
Food secure 33 47 65 69 77 92
Food insecure
without hunger 28 27 23 22 15 4
Food insecure with
moderate hunger 22 11 3 9 1 0
Food insecure with
severe hunger 0 6 5 0 3 0
Missing® 17 10 5 0 4 4
FSP Participation
History
Received FSP
benefitsin past three
years 100 19 11 100 10 6
Applied for benefits
in past three years 100 19 7 100 6 2
Relatives, friends,
neighbors, or
coworkers receive

FSP benefits 27 24 21 8 11 11




TABLE IV.2 (Continued)

Working

Elderly

Nonparticipants’

Nonparticipants Who
All Gaveit asthe Most

Nonparticipants’

Nonparticipants Who
All Gaveit asthe Most

Participants  Nonparticipants Important Reason® Participants Nonparticipants Important Reason®
Family received FSP
benefits when
respondent was 54 36 31 22 26 11
child
Age of Respondent
Lessthan 30 34 33 39 1 3 2
31to 59 60 58 53 12 13 11
60 to 69 0 2 1 39 34 32
70t0 79 3 2 3 39 29 32
80 and older 0 0 0 8 18 21
Missing data 3 5 4 1 2 2
Gender
Male 11 29 33 19 27 30
Female 89 71 67 81 73 70
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TABLE IV.2 (Continued)

Working Elderly
Nonparticipants’ Nonparticipants’
Nonparticipants Who Nonparticipants Who
All Gaveit asthe Most All Gaveit asthe Most
Participants  Nonparticipants Important Reason® Participants Nonparticipants Important Reason®
Education
Primary or less 5 3 5 15 18 17
Some high school 15 20 21 32 25 17
High school 58 41 41 36 39 47
Vocational degree 0 2 0 0 2 4
Oneto three years
of college 15 20 21 11 9 6
At least 4 years of
college 6 12 11 3 5 8
Other 0 1 0 3 1 0
Missing data 1 1 0 1 2 2
Citizenship
Household all U.S.
citizens 91 89 90 97 100 100
Household includes
some non U.S.
citizens 6 5 2 0 0 0

No citizensin
household 3 6 8 3 0 0
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TABLE IV.2 (Continued)

Working Elderly
Nonparticipants’ Nonparticipants’
Nonparticipants Who Nonparticipants Who
All Gaveit asthe Most All Gaveit asthe Most

Participants  Nonparticipants Important Reason® Participants Nonparticipants Important Reason®
Difficulty
Managing M oney
No difficulty n.a n.a. n.a. 72 78 88
Some difficulty n.a n.a. n.a. 22 15 12
A great deal of
difficulty na n.a n.a 6 5 0
Unableto do n.a n.a n.a 0 1 0
Sample Size 73 177 75 75 126 53

NOTES:

®Datain this table should not be used to make inferences about the characteristics of these nonparticipants nationally. Because the data were collected in
apretest, the samples are small and not nationally representative.

®I ncludes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible for food stamp benefits.

°All nonparticipants who reported that the most important reason for nonparticipation was either that they could get by on their own, that other people needed
food stamps more than they did, or that their need was only temporary.

Coded from the long questionnaires only.
*Most of the missing data was a result of interviewer error administering the complex skip logic.

n.a = not asked



of time. The CPSused both a12-month and 30-day timeperiod. Werecommend changingthetimeframe

from “12-months’ to the “past 30 days’ in future administrations of the questionnaires.

b. Additional Data on Underlying Reasonsfor Nonparticipation
For six of the potential reasons for nonparticipation, the questionnaires ask additional follow-up
questions about the underlying reasonsfor nonparticipation. Additiona detalsare asked about the reasons

respondents thought:

1. Their household wasineligible. Respondents were asked why they thought they were
ineligible. They werealso asked about how they arrived at that perception--whether staff at
aFSP officetold them they wereindigible, and if so, when they were told, whether someone
at another program thought they wereindligible, or whether they formed that opinion based
on the circumstances of someone they knew who was like them.

2. It was hard or costly to get to the food stamp office to apply. In a series of closed-
ended questions, respondents were asked why they thought it would be hard to get to the
food stamp office. Specific reasons asked about include: transportation difficulties or
expenses, physicd difficulties, difficulties getting time off work, loss of pay when visiting the
FSP office, and the need to care for someone in their home.

3. The application process was too long and complicated. In a series of closed-ended
guestions, respondents were asked whether they thought they would have to wait along time
to be served, whether they thought the application formwas too long and complicated, and
whether they thought it would be difficult to get al the necessary paperwork. For thosewho
sad they thought they would haveto wait along time, the questionnaires asked how long they
thought they would have to wait.

4. The FSP office is an unpleasant place. Respondents were asked in closed-ended
questions whether they thought the office was unpleasant because of theingde of the building,
the other people in the waiting room, or because of the neighborhood the office wasiin.

5. The benefits they were entitled to receive are too low. Respondents who thought the
benefitsweretoo smal were asked whether they weretold they weredigiblefor only asmdl
amount of benefits by someone at afood stamp office, and if they were, how long ago they
weretold this;, whether they weretold they weredigiblefor only asmall amount of benefits
by someone at another program; and whether they based their opinion on acomparison with
someone e se they knew who waslikethem. We dso asked dl nonparticipants who thought
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they were digible for food stampsthe amount of food stamp benefits they thought they were
eligiblefor.

6. The questions on the application form were too personal. In an open-ended question,
respondents were asked what types of questions they thought were too personal.
Tables V.3 through 1V.8 provide examples of how these data can be summarized.

In alarge-scale survey, for most reasons for nonparticipation, there would probably be a sufficient
number of respondents who say that the reason is applicable to be able to analyze the responsesto the
more detailed questions about the reasons.  More than 10 percent of nonparticipants would be asked each
of thesemore detailed questions. For al questions except thosethat follow-up onthereasonswhy itis
hard or costly to get to the food stamp office, more than 20 percent of nonparticipants are asked the
questions. We do not recommend dropping the questions about why the FSP office is an unpleasant place
because they provide information useful to the FSP.

Given that so many respondents gave reasons related to a lack of need for food stamps, we
recommend that afuture survey would include cl osed-ended follow-up questions about this perceived lack
of need. For example, it may beinformative to ask whether they don’t need food stamps because they
receive food assistance from family or friends, because they receive other benefits, or because they go
without medications or paying bills.

2. Reasons Current Nonparticipants Stopped Receiving Food Stamps, Started But Did Not

Complete an FSP Application, and Received But Did Not Use Food Stamps

Additiona perspective can be gained on the reasons some househol ds do not participatein the FSP
by examining any previous experience nonparticipants may have had with the program. So that the
respondents canrecall their experiences, we ask about only the previousthreeyears. Section C of the

nonparticipant questionnaires provides information on the reasons former participants stopped
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TABLEIV.3

REASONS NONPARTICIPANTS THINK THEY ARE INELIGIBLE?
(Percentage Distributions)®

Nonparticipants Who Thought They Were
Ineligible or Did Not Know If They Were Eligible®

Reason for Perception Working Elderly
Income too high 73 41
Assets too high 4 4
Missing or incomplete paperwork 0 0
Do not meet citizenship requirements 0 0
Do not satisfy work requirements 0 1
On strike from job 0 0
Student 1 0
Thinks they are categorically ingligible

because they work 6 3
Thinks they are categorically indligible for

some other reason* 8 6
Other® 15 21
Don't know 7 27
Sample Size 113 78

NOTES:

®Datain this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons nonparticipants think they areineligible
nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not nationally representative.

*Totals exceed 100 percent because respondents could give multiple responses.

°Includes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible
for food stamp benefits.

“Includes persons who said they did not know why they were categorically ineligible.

*Nearly all these responses did not appropriately answer the question. For example, when asked why they thought
they were not eligible, some respondents answered “I don’t need food stamps.”
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TABLEIV.4

REASONS NONPARTICIPANTS THINK IT ISHARD OR COSTLY
TO GET TO THE FSP OFFICE®

(Percentage Distributions)®

Nonparticipants Who Thought 1t Would be Hard
or Costly to Get to the FSP Office®

Reason for Perception Working Elderly
Difficult or expensive to get transportation 45 55
Physical difficulties/mobility limitations 55 72
Difficult to take time off from work/school 50 3
Would lose pay going to the food stamp office 35 14
Would have to arrange for someone to take care of

someone in your home 25 14
Don’t know the location of the FSP office 0 3
Concerns about safety 0 3
Other 1 0
Don’t know 0 7
Sample Size 20 29

NOTES:

2Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons nonparticipants think it is hard or
costly to get to the FSP office nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and

not nationally representative.

*Totals exceed 100 percent because respondents can give multiple responses.

°Includes nonparti cipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible

for food stamp benefits.
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TABLEIV.5

REASONS NONPARTICIPANTS THINK THE FSP APPLICATION
PROCESS ISTOO LONG AND COMPLICATED?
(Percentage Distributions)®

Nonparticipants Who Thought the Application Process
Was Too Long and Complicated®

Reason for Perception Working Elderly

Have to wait along time to be served 73 56

Thought would have to wait:®

15 minutes or less 0 5
16-30 minutes 7 16
31 minutes to one hour 35 11
More than one hour 59 42
Don't know 0 26
Application form too long and complicated 71 74
Difficult to get al the necessary paperwork 49 61
Application process too long 2 0
Disabilities 0 6
Other 0 3
Don’t know 0 3
Sample Size 41 31

NOTES:

®Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons nonparticipants think the FSP
application process is too long and complicated nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the
samples are small and not nationally representative.

*Totals exceed 100 percent because respondents can give multiple responses.

°Includes nonparti cipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible
for food stamp benefits.

dCalculated only for the respondents who thought they would have to wait along time to be served.
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TABLEIV.6

REASONS NONPARTICIPANTS THINK THE FSP OFFICE ISUNPLEASANT OR UNSAFE?
(Percentage Distributions)®

Nonparticipants Who Perceive the FSP Office As
Unpleasant or Unsafe’

Reason for Perception Working Elderly
Inside of building is physically unpleasant 38 31
Don't like waiting with the other applicants 29 37
FSP office isin unsafe neighborhood 43 56
Staff are unpleasant or disrespectful 19 19
Lack of parking 0 6
Other 10 19
Don’'t know 5 6
Sample Size 21 16
NOTES:

2Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons nonparticipants think the FSP office
is unpleasant or unsafe nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not
nationally representative.

*Totals exceed 100 percent because respondents can give multiple responses.

°Includes nonparti cipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible
for food stamp benefits.
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TABLEIV.7

SOURCES OF PERCEPTIONS OF ELIGIBILITY FOR ONLY SMALL BENEFIT#

(Percentage Distributions)

Nonparticipants Who Think They are Eligible for

a Small Benefit Amount®

Source of Perception Working Elderly
Someone at the FSP office told the respondent that
his/her household was eligible for only small amount 14 37
Told by FSP staff:*
Within last 3 months 10 7
Between 3 and 12 months ago 36 27
More than one year ago 45 66
Don't know/missing 9 0
Told by someone at another program that the
household was ingligible 3 2
Thought igible for small amount because know
someone like them that receives only a small amount
of benefits 14 17
Sample Size 80 41
NOTES:

®Datain this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons some households think they are eligible
for only a small benefit amount nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small

and not nationally representative.

®I ncludes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible

for food stamp benefits.

°Distribution calculated for only those respondents who were told by the FSP office that they were ligible for

asmall amount of food stamp benefits.

133



TABLEIV.8

REASONS NONPARTICIPANTS THINK THE FSP APPLICATION IS TOO PERSONAL?
(Percentage Distributions)®

Nonparticipants Who Think The FSP Application

Is Too Personal®
Questions/Subjects That are Too Personal Working Elderly
Composition of household® 17 18
Citizenship 3 0
Disahilities 3 0
Resources/assets 39 21
Income sources® 33 29
“FSP wants to know everything about one’ s life” 0 11
Other 17 25
Sample Size 36 28

NOTES:

®Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons nonparticipants think the FSP
application istoo personal nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not

nationally representative.

*Totals exceed 100 percent because respondents can give multiple responses.

°Includes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible

for food stamp benefits.

9The child's father's residence was frequently cited as especially persona by respondents in nonelderly

households.

“Whether the household receives child support payments was frequently cited as especially persona by

respondents in nonelderly households.
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recalving food stamp benefits; Section D provides data on the reasons individua s who contacted the FSP
office or began the application process did not complete an application. It aso asks respondents who
applied for and were found eligible to receive food stamps why they did not use their food stamps.

The percentages of nonparticipantswho have had previous experiences with the FSP are reported
in TableV.9. About 19 percent of respondents from working households and 10 percent of elderly
respondents had received food sampsin the previousthreeyears. Thusthe sample sizesof nonparticipants
who have previoudly received food stamps in a national survey would be large enough to support an
analysis of the these nonparticipants experiences with the FSP.

The samplesof nonparticipantswho, in the previousthree years, began an gpplication for food stamps
without completing it are smdler, comprising only 6 percent of respondents from working households and
1 percent of respondents from elderly households. A further 2 percent of respondents from working
householdsand 2 percent of respondentsfrom elderly househol ds had contacted the FSP office but not
completed the application. Werecommend dropping the questions about why personswho have been
found digiblefor food stampsdid not use them asonly 2 percent of respondents from working and elderly
households had not used food stamps they had received.

Weillustrate how we would present data on the reasons nonpartici pants stopped receiving food
gampsinTablelV.10. Thequestionnairescontain questionsthat would alow amorein-depth examination
of thereasonsformer participants discontinued participation. For those saying they weretold they were
indigibleby FSP g&ff, we can examinethereasonsthey werefoundindigible. We can adso examinewhen
they weretold they wereineligible. Thisisrelevant becauseif nonparticipants weretold they were no
longer digiblemany monthsago, itispossblethat their circumstances may have changed and they arenow

eligible. Similarly, we can examine the
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TABLEIV.9

NONPARTICIPANTS' FSP EXPERIENCES OVER THE PREVIOUS THREE YEARS*
(Percent Distributions)

Nonparticipants’
Experience Working Elderly
Applications
Have contacted FSP office to ask about benefits, but did not apply 2 2
Have begun the application process but did not complete it 6 1
Have completed the application process 19 6
Have completed the application process but was found ineligible 7 1
Have been found eligible but did not use food stamps 2 1
Participation
Have received food stamp benefits’ 19 10
Have stopped receiving food stamps because found ineligible 7 8
Sample Size 177 126

NOTES:

#Datain this table should not be used to make inferences about FSP nonparticipants nationally. Because the data
were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not nationally representative.

®I ncludes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible
for food stamp benefits.

“The percentage of households receiving food stamps is not necessarily equal to the percentage completing

applications because the household may have been found ineligible at the application or the application may have
occurred more than three years ago.
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TABLEIV.10

REASONS REPORTED BY NONPARTICIPANTS FOR DISCONTINUING
FOOD STAMP RECEIPT IN THE PREVIOUS THREE YEARS
(Percentage Distributions)®

Reason Stopped Receiving Food Stamps Working Elderly
Not Eligible
Notified by the FSP that no longer eligible 33 33

Per ceived I neligibility
Thought no longer eligible for FSP benefits 50 21

Perceived Lack of Need

Thought no longer needed food stamps 23 25
Thought situation would improve 5 0
Other people needed them more 0 0

FSP Benefits Too L ow

Think not worth the effort to continue participating because
benefit level istoo low 14 25

Program Featuresand Administration

Hard to get to FSP office to do paperwork to continue

receiving benefits 0 13
Process needed to go through to continue to receive

benefits too long and complicated 5 13
Questions needed to answer to continue to receive benefits

too personal 0 13
Not treated well by FSP staff 5 0
Officeis very unpleasant 0 0
Office located in an unsafe neighborhood 0 13
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TABLE 1V.10 (Continued)

Reason Stopped Receiving Food Stamps Working Elderly

Stigma

Other family members no longer approved of respondent

receiving food stamps 0 0

Felt embarrassed using food stamp benefits 0 0

Did not like relying on government for assistance 0 0

Other Reasons’ 32 8

Sample Size 22 12
NOTES:

2Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons nonparticipants discontinued food
stamp receipt nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not nationally
representative. The nonparticipants include nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main

guestionnaire, were probably ineligible for food stamp benefits.

Percentages sum to more than 100 percent because respondents could give more than one reason for

discontinuing FSP participation.

“The majority of “other reasons’ given by respondents had to do with the household’ s failure to comply with FSP
rules or staff requests or an increase in the household’ s income that meant they were no longer eligible.
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reasonsrespondentswho said they thought they wereno longer eligiblefelt that they wereindigible. For
respondentswho said they quit participating because benefits were too low, we can tabul ate the amount
of benefits they reported receiving the last month of their food stamp spell.

Data on the reasons why some nonparticipants had begun the application but not completed it, and
the reasons why some nonparticipants received food stamps but did not use them could be presented in
tables smilar to Table 1V.10.

D. COMPARISONS OF CHARACTERISTICS AND EXPERIENCES OF FSP

PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS

The analyses described in the previous section are based on the direct reports by respondents about
why they did not participate in the FSP. The questionnaires aso collect information on the characterigtics
and experiences of both FSP participants and nonparticipants. Thisalowsamoreindirect approach to
analyzing the reasonsfor nonparti ci pation--comparing the characteri sticsand experiences of participants
and nonparticipants. Theremainder of this section discusses how the questionnairesallow acomparison
of participants and nonparticipants on (1) persond and household characterigtics; (2) past experienceswith

the FSP; and (3) attitudes and other factors that may facilitate or hinder program participation.

1. Comparisonsof Characteristicsof Participants and Nonparticipants

Datafrom the questionnaireswill support comparisonsof FSP participantsand nonparti cipantsacross
severa personal and household characteristics. TablelV.11 providesan exampleof smpledescriptive
tabular comparisons of participants and nonparticipantsfor sel ected demographic characteristicsand the

receipt of food assistance from other sources. The distributions are presented
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TABLE V.11

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANT AND NONPARTICIPANT HOUSEHOLDS

(Percentage Distributions)

Characteristic

Working

Elderly

Participants

Nonparticipants®

Participants

Nonparticipants’

Respondent Characteristics
Age

Lessthan 30
30t059

60 to 69

70to0 79

80 and older
Missing data

Mean

Median

Gender

Male

Female
Race/Ethnicity
Nonhispanic Black
Nonhispanic White
Hispanic

Other

Missing data
Education

Primary or less
Some high school
High school
Vocational training program certificate
Some college

Two-year or four-year college degree

27

67

33

11
89

38

48

15

57

15

32

59

37

36

29

71

32

49

12

20

41

20

12

14
39

39

66

68

19

81

31

61

15
32

36

11

14

29

19

67

69

27

73

27

65

18
25

39
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TABLE IV.11 (Continued)

Working Elderly
Characteristic Participants  Nonparticipants® Participants ~ Nonparticipants’
Other 0 0 3 1
Missing data 1 1 1 2
Marital Status
Married or living as married 34 37 7 27
Divorced/separated 28 25 34 37
Widowed 4 6 36 18
Never been married 34 35 24 18
Household Char acteristics
Household Size
1 person 0 15 73 52
2 16 27 10 29
3 23 21 10 10
4 14 15 1 5
5 or more 47 23 5 5
Mean 45 3.2 16 19
Median 4 3 1 1
Children Present
Yes 90 59 13 14
No 10 41 87 85
Citizenship®
Household members all U.S. citizens 91 89 98 97
Household includes some members
who are non U.S. citizens 6 4 1 0
No members of household are U.S.
citizens 3 7 1 3
Receipt of Food Assistance from
Other Sources
Congregate or home-delivered meals 0 0 4 5
Day-care or Head Start program 11 3 0 4
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TABLE IV.11 (Continued)

Working Elderly
Characteristic Participants  Nonparticipants® Participants ~ Nonparticipants’
School Lunch Program 36 12 4 5
School Breakfast Program 26 8 1 2
Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) 8 1 1
Program 23
Vouchersto get food 7 3 3 1
Food or money for food from friends
or relatives 12 15 7 9
Emergency food from church or food
pantry 12 7 11 8
Emergency food from soup kitchens 1 1 0 2
Meals from work 5 3 0 0
Food from garden 8 8 5 10
Food from animals raised by
respondent 0 3 0 1
Food from hunting or fishing 8 7 1 6
Other sources 0 2 1 2
Sample Size 73 177 75 126

NoOTES:

#Datain this table should not be used to make inferences about the characteristics of FSP participant and nonparticipant
households nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not nationally
representative.

®|ncludes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible for
food stamp benefits.

‘Calculated for respondents to long versions of the questionnaires only.
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separately for working and €l derly participantsand working and e derly nonparticipants. Thecharacteristics
of the respondents that we could present in tables smilar to Table V.11 and the rationale for collecting

data on these characteristics are described below.

a. Demographic Characteristics

Both thelong and the short questionnaires contai n questions on demographic characteristics. All
guestionnairesask about the age, gender, race/ethnicity, education, and marital statusof respondent. The
screening interviews collect information on household size. The long questionnaires also contain afull
household roster that asksthe age and rel ationship to the respondent of everyonein the household. They
also ask about the citizenship of household members.

Comparing demographic characteristics of participants and nonparticipants may be informative
because some potentia reasons for nonparticipation may be related to household composition. For
example, respondents with less education may find it difficult to find out about the program and how to
aoply. Householdswith children may be more likely to participate because adults may be willing to go
without food but not willing for their children to do so. Household size may beimportant for two reasons.
smaller householdsaredligiblefor lower benefitsthan larger households, but they face the same costs of
gpplying for and obtainingfood stamps; second, larger househol ds can buy food at alower unit cost, hence,

food stamps may be of greater value to them than to smaller households.

b. Economic Characteristics
Economic characteristicsare collected inthelong questionnairesonly. The characteristicscollected
by the questionnairesinclude: theamount and sources of household income, including earnings; medical

expensesfor e derly/disabled members of household; dependent-care expenses; home ownership; and
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vehicleownership. There are at least two reasons for nonparticipation to be connected to the household's
total income and other economic resources. First, households with greater resources may perceive that
they do not need food stamps. Second, such households may not know that they are eligible or may
believe that they are ineligible.

While data on vehicle ownership and expenses are collected mainly to make a determination of FSP-
eligibility for nonparticipants, wea so collected thesedatafor participants. Therationdefor collectingthese
datawasthat there may be interesting differencesbetween participants and nonparticipants. Webdlieve
that these dataare of secondary importance, and the questions on expenses and vehicle ownership could

be dropped from the participant questionnaires.

c. Receipt of Food Assistance Other Than Food Stamps

Only thelong versons of the questionnaires collected data on other sources of food assistance. Types
of other food ass stance asked about include: congregate or home-delivered med's (elderly households
only); freeor reduced priced breakfasts or lunchesfrom School Breakfast, National School Lunch, or day
careor HeadStart programs; food through the WIC or other programs; meals or food from food pantries,
food banks, or soup kitchens; food or mealsfrom friends or relatives, and food or mealsreceived as part
of employment. Comparisons of the receipt of food assistance from sources other than food stamps
between parti cipantsand nonparti cipants may provideinformeation about whether nonparticipantshaveless
of aneed for food stamps than participants because they have access to more sources of food assistance

and whether access to one food assistance program facilitates access to another.
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d. Food Security

The responses to questions about Food Security, in both the long and short versions of the
guestionnaires, can be used to determine whether the respondent’ s household isfood secure, and if not,
the degree of food insecurity. Comparisons of food security between participantsand nonparticipants may
shed light on whether respondents who say they do not need food stamps are food secure and, more

generaly, whether those who do not participate are in need of food assistance.

e. Characteristics of Employment

Information on employment is collected by both the working and elderly long questionnaires. No
information on employment is collected by the short questionnaires except how many personsin the
household work and whether the respondent works. The elderly long questionnaire only collects
information on earningsfor each member of thehousehold. Aswell asinformation on earnings, thelong

working questionnaires also collect information on:

D

The occupation of the principal earner in the househol d*®

C How long the principal earner has been working at his or her present job

C How likdy itisthat the principa earner will still be a the same employment in three months
C Whether the principal earner expects his or her earnings to change

C The number of different jobs held by the principal earner in the past year

¢ Thenumber of months the principa earner was unemployed over the past year

%The person in the household who works the most number of hours per week.
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Each of these pieces of information provides someinformation on the stability of employment. One
difference between participants and nonparticipants may be that nonparticipants have more stable
employment. Personswho have employment that islikely to end shortly may be morelikely to participate

than persons with the same income who have more stable employment.

f. Health Characteristics

Only thelong ederly questionnairescollect information on therespondent’ ssalf-assessed hedl th status
and cognitive and physical functioning. Questionsrelated to hedth wereincluded becauseit issometimes
argued that el derly persons have low participation ratesbecause of health problemsthat makeit difficult

for them to apply for and/or use benefits.

g. Social Supports
Questionsonthesocid supportsavailableto therespondent areincluded indl thelong questionnaires.
Three questions are asked to assessthe extent of the socia supports available to the respondent. These

collect information on the:

C Length of time the respondent has lived in his or her neighborhood
C Freguency the respondent meets with friends

¢ Distance from the respondent’ s nearest relative

These characteristics are included because socia supports, by indicating the extent to which family and

friends can act asa safety net to the respondent, may be an important factor in determining participation.
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h. FSP Benefit Level

Data on the actual amount of food stamp benefits received by participants are collected in the
screening interviews. Using data collected by the long questionnaires, we can dso estimate the amount of
food stamp benefits nonparticipantswould receiveif they participated (the potentia benefits). Using these
data, we can compare the benefits of participants with the benefits of nonparticipants to see whether

nonparticipants on average would receive a smaller benefit than participants.

2. Comparisonsof Participant and Nonparticipantson Their Past Experiences with the FSP
If issuesrelated to the administration of the FSP are reasons why some persons eligible for food
stampsdo not participate, we might expect participants and nonparticipantsto have different experiences
with the FSP. The questionnaires ask both participants and nonparticipants about their experiences
applying for and using food stamps over the past three years.
For respondents who have previously completed an application form for food stamps, we can

compare their experiences applying and using food stamps along the following dimensions:

C Reasons the respondent applied for food stamps or contacted the FSP office

C Thelogisticsof gpplying for food stamps. where the respondent filed the application form,
whether the respondent applied for other benefits at the same time; whether the respondent
applied or whether an authorized representative gpplied for him or her; wherethe certification
interview was held; whether the respondent took time off work to apply; the types of help
with the application process the respondent received; and whether the help with the
application was received from FSP staff or others

C Whether the respondent has been foundineligiblein the previousthree years, and the reasons
he or she was found ineligible

C Experiencesand difficulties applying, such as being treated disrespectfully by FSP staff;

difficultiesmesting FSP casaworkers; losing wagesfrommissing work; and feding humiliated
applying for food stamps
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C Experiences and difficulties receiving or using food stamps, such as being treated
disrespectfully by store personnel or other customers

¢ Whether the respondentschanged their shopping habits or other actions so that peoplewould
not find out they received FSP benefits

Weillustrate how these participant and nonpartici pant experienceswould be tabulated in Tables V.12 and
V.13

In the pretest, nonparticipants who did not compl ete an application form were not asked the full
sequence of questions about their experiences applying (Questions D4athrough D7k). However, these
people may have had particular difficultieswith the gpplication process. Hence, we recommend asking all
nonparticipantswho have contacted the FSP or begun an application form the full sequence of questions
about their experienceswith the application process. In the pretest, these questions were skipped for the
4 percent of nonparticipants who had begun an application form but not completed it.

For those individua s who in the recent past have contacted the FSP but never applied, applied but
did not complete the application, or who have been found eligible but did not use food stamps, we can

compare FSP participants and nonparticipants on the:

C Reasonsthey did not complete an application form after contacting the FSP
C Reasonsthey did not complete the application process
C Reasonsthey were found ineligible at application

¢ Reasons households found eligible did not use food stamps
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TABLEIV.12

SELECTED EXPERIENCES OF RESPONDENTS WHEN APPLY ING FOR FOOD STAMPS*
(Percentage distribution of households applying for food stamps during the past three years)

Working Elderly
Experience Participants Nonparticipants’ Participants Nonparticipants’
Difficult or expensive getting transportation to the FSP office 15 21 13 *
Health or disability made it difficult to get to FSP office 15 33 24 *
Difficult to take time off work to apply for food stamp benefits 19 12 1 *
L ost wages when took time off work to apply for food stamps 19 27 1 *
Needed to arrange for dependent care to apply for food stamps 21 15 3 *
Had to wait along time to be served at the food stamp office 31 55 17 *
Food stamp office staff were disrespectful 16 27 11 *
Application form was too long and complicated 21 33 20 *
Caseworker asked questions that were too personal 4 18 11 *
It was difficult to get al the necessary paperwork for the application 26 39 16 *
Felt embarrassed having to apply for food stamps 27 45 15 *
Missing data 3 0 1 *
Sample Size 73 33 75 7

NOTES:

@Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the experiences of households applying for food stamps nationally. Because the data were collected
in a pretest, the samples are small and not nationally representative.

®I ncludes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible for food stamp benefits.

* = insufficient number of cases to calculate distribution.
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TABLEIV.13

SELECTED EXPERIENCES OF RESPONDENTS USING FOOD STAMPS
(Percentage distribution of respondents participating in the FSP during the previous three years)

Working Elderly
Experience Participants Nonparticipants’ Participants Nonparticipants’
Sometimes treated disrespectfully by either employees or other customers
when using food stamp benefitsin stores 29 21 17 17
Embarrassed to use food stamp benefits 16 18 12 33
Had difficulties obtaining monthly food stamp benefits 10 15 8 17
Felt needed food stamps to make it through the month 96 97 92 92
Had difficulties doing all the paperwork needed to keep getting food 21 36 20 25
stamps
Had difficulties arranging meetings with caseworker at convenient times 22 39 12 25
Sometimes treated disrespectfully by food stamp office staff 27 42 8 17
Other 7 15 8 8
Missing data 0 0 1 8
Sample Size 73 33 75 12
NOTES:

®Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the experiences of households using food stamps nationally. Because the data were collected in a
pretest, the samples are small and not nationally representative.

®I ncludes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible for food stamp benefits.



The percentages of respondentswho would answer the questions about the reasonsfor not completing
the application and not using food stamps are small (see Table1V.9). Hence, we caution that questions
about the reasons respondents did not compl ete the application process should only beincluded if the
sample sizes are large enough to support the comparisons of these reasons between participants and
nonparticipants. Asnoted in Section C, as so few nonparticipantsin either working or elderly households
did not usefood slampsafter being found eigible, we recommend dropping the questions about the reasons
respondents did not use food stamps.

3. Comparisonsof Participantsand Nonparticipantson Factorsthat May Influence Barriers
to FSP Participation

The questionnaires ask participants and nonparticipants who have previoudy applied for food samps

about factorsthat hel ped them overcomerea or perceived barriersto participation. Thesefactorsinclude:

C They had lots of help with the FSP application process

C Family and friends were supportive of the decision to participate

C They fed it isalright to receive FSP benefits because they pay taxes

C They need FSP benefits or they won't have enough to eat

¢ Theyareuncomfortablegetting food from family, friends, charities, or other food assistance

programs

TablelV.14 illustrates how the findings about factors that influence barriersto participation could be
presented.

The question about therole of family and friendsin the decision to participateisworded differently in
the participant and nonpartici pant questionnaires. Participantswereasked “ Did other family membersor

friends encourage you to get food stamp benefits?”  whereas nonparticipants were
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TABLEIV.14

FACTORS THAT MAY HELP POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS OVERCOME
BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION®
(Percent Distribution of Households)®

Working Elderly
Factor Participants ~ Nonparticipants® Participants ~ Nonparticipants®
Had lots of help with
application process 15 12¢ 33 43
Family and friends were
(would be) supportive of
decision to participate® 26 83 16 91
Fed it'sO.K. to receive FSP
benefits because pay taxes 63 67 67 52
Need FSP benefits or won’t
be able to get enough food 60 21 60 16
Was (would be)
uncomfortable getting food
from family, friends, charities,
or other programs 47 28 17 n.a
Other 11 n.a. 15 n.a.
Sample Size 73 177 75 126

NOTES:

®Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the factors that help participants overcome
barriers to participation nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not
nationally representative.

*Totals do not add to 100 percent because respondents can indicate that more than one factor helped them
overcome barriers to participation.

°Includes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible
for food stamp benefits.

9Only nonparticipants who completed FSP applications within the past three years were asked this question.
*This question was worded differently for participants and nonparticipants. Participants were asked “Did other
family members or friends encourage you to get food stamp benefits?’ whereas nonparticipants were asked

“Would other family members or friends discourage you from using food stamps?’

n.a. = question not asked
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asked “Would other family membersor friends discourage you fromusing food stamp benefits?” Because
of the differencesbetween thewording of the questions, direct comparisons should not be made between
the responses of participants and nonparticipants. To allow the comparison, we recommend that

participants are asked the same question as nonparticipants.®

E. COMPARISON OF FINDINGSBY ADMINISTRATION MODE

In the pretest 15 percent of the interviewswere administered in-person. We found no significant
differencesin the responsesto questions by mode of administration. Table V.15 presentsthe reasons
reported by nonparticipants for not participating in the FSP by whether the interview was administered by

telephone or in-person. Thedistributions of reported reasons are Smilar for each mode of adminigtration.

F. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS
Thischepter illugtrated the depth of information that could be obtained from fidding the questionnaires
nationaly. The questionnaires, incorporating the recommended revisionsidentified in this chapter and

Chapter 111, would collect awealth of information about the reasons for nonparticipation.

1. Recommended Modificationsto the Questionnaires
The chapter indicated some questionsthat could be added, somethat could be dropped, and some

that could be changed:

\We recommend that question D17b be deleted and that a question “Did other family members or
friends discourage you from using food stamp benefits?’ be added as C14h in the participant
guestionnaires.
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TABLEIV.15

REASONS REPORTED BY NONPARTICIPANTS FOR CURRENTLY NOT PARTICIPATING
IN THE FSP, BY INTERVIEW MODE?
(Percentage Distributions)

Nonparticipants Who Reported Reason

as Applicable’
Reason Telephone In-Person
Lack of Information
Don’t know FSP exists 8 0
Don't know where to go or who to contact 42 29
Don't think eligible for food stamps 37 47
Per ceived Lack of Need
Can get by on my own without FSP benefits 82 75
Feel others need FSP benefits more 78 81
Need is only temporary 50 47
Expected FSP Benefits Too L ow
Think eligible for only alow benefit amount 43 31
Problems Related to Program Administration
Hard to get to FSP office 17 14
Application processis too long and complicated 24 25
Questions are too personal 23 17
FSP office staff are disrespectful 18 22
FSP officeis unpleasant or unsafe 13 11
Psychological Reasons
Other family members or friends would not approve of
respondent receiving food stamps 7 8
Would feel embarrassed applying for FSP benefits 27 19
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TABLE 1V.15 (Continued)

Nonparticipants Who Reported Reason

as Applicable’
Reason Telephone In-Person
Would feel embarrassed using FSP benefits 20 31
Didlike relying on the government for assistance 40 47
Other Reasons 9 14
Sample Size 153 24

NOTES:

®Data in this table should not be used to make inferences about the reasons households do not participate in the
FSP nationally. Because the data were collected in a pretest, the samples are small and not nationally
representative.

®I ncludes nonparticipants who, based on information collected in the main questionnaire, were probably ineligible
for food stamp benefits.
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C A question about whether the respondent had ever heard of food stamps or the FSP before
the survey interview should be included in all questionnaires about the reason for
nonparticipation.

C Itisnot necessary to includethe series of questionsthat ask whether areasonisan important
reason why arespondent did not participate (Questions E2ato E2p) if the respondent is
asked for the most important reason why he or she does not participate.

C Thequestions about food security should refer to a 30-day period rather than a 12-month
period.

C  Follow-up questions should be added for nonparticipantswho give areason related to alack
of need for food stamps, such aswhether the respondents do not need food stamps because
they receive food ass stance from family or friends, because they receiveother benefits, or
because they go without medications or paying bills.

C  Questions about the reasons why some people who are found eligible for food stamps do
not use them should be deleted as they are applicable to less than 2 percent of
nonparticipants from working or elderly households.

C  Thenonparticipant questionnaires should ask al respondents who have contacted or begun
the application process about their experiences applying for food stamps.

C  Questionsabout whether theworkersin the household worked their “usua” hoursover the
past month should be added to the questions on earnings. Interviewer checksfor whether
the earnings exceed 130 percent of poverty should also be included.
¢ The questions about expenses and vehicles could be deleted from the participant
guestionnaires.
2. Thelnformation Obtained from the Direct Questions Will Be More Informative than the
Information Obtained from Comparisons between Participants and Nonparticipants
An analysisof the responses to the direct questions about why nonparticipants do not participate will
yield sufficient information on which to base policy recommendations. In contrast, comparisons of

participants and digible nonparticipants yield findings that are suggestive of reasons for nonparticipation but

rarely provide evidence that a specific reason isimportant.
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3. ThelLong Versionsof the Questionnaires Could Be Shortened

Webelievethat FNS could get awealth of information about the reasons for nonparticipation from
aquestionnaire dightly shorter than the long versons used in the pretest. The shortening would help raise
response ratesand reduce survey costs.  Specifically, we recommend revising the long-version of the
guestionnaires to exclude:

C Questionsindirectly related to therespondent’ sknowledge of the FSP, such aswhether the
family ever received food stamps when the respondent was a child and whether any
relatives, friends, neighbors, or coworkers receive food stamps

C  Questions about employment, other than earnings

C  Questions about health and cognitive and physical functioning

¢ Questions about social supports, such as how long the respondent has lived in the
neighborhood

Thesequestionscollect interesting information, but theinformation islessinformeative about thereasonsfor
nonpartici pation than the other more direct questions about the reasonsfor nonparticipation. If collected,
wewould use the information to compare the characteristics of participants and nonparticipants, and the
characterigticsof nonparticipantswho givedifferent reasonsfor nonparticipation. However, itisdifficult
to infer reasons for nonparticipation from these types of comparisons--most differences between
parti cipantsand nonparti cipantswoul d be cons stent with more than one reason for nonparticipation. We
think that a questionnaire without these questions could yield sufficient information to make policy

recommendations.
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We expect that a questionnaire without these questions and the modifications described in Chapter
[11 would take about 20 minutesto administer by telephone. Including the screening interview, thewhole

interview would take less than 24 minutes.
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4. TheMinimum Set of Information that Should Be Collected by a Survey on theReasonsfor
Nonparticipation

FNS may consider fielding this survey as an additional module to an existing survey rather thana
gand-adonesurvey. Inthiscase, thelength of the questionnairewill belimited. Webdievethat any survey

on the reasons for nonparticipation should include at a minimum:

C TheDirect Questions about the Reasons for Nonparticipation. We recommend that
asurvey on the reasons for nonparticipation include the questions contained in Section E of
the questionnaires used in the pretest.

C TheFood Security Questions. It iscritically important that any survey on the reasonsfor
nonparticipation collect data on food security. If the maority of nonparticipants are
estimated to be food insecure, than this suggests nonparticipation isa problem, as those
needing food ass stance are not being reached by the program. However, if most arefood
secure, then the FSP may be meeting itsmission of providing food ass stance to thosewho
need it and low rates of nonparticipation are not a cause for concern.

C Questionson Income. It isimportant that detailed information on income and earningsis
collected in asurvey of thereasonsfor nonparticipation. Thiswill alow usto conduct the
analyses on samples of respondentswho not only pass the screensin the short screening
interview but also when asked detail ed questions about income, have household income
consstent with digibility inthe FSP. Including personsin the samplewho areineligiblecan
biastheresults. Estimates of the proportion of nonparticipantswho are not participating
because they think they areindigible and because they don't need food stamps will both be
biased upwards if we include persons who are ineligible for food stamps in the sample.

¢ Questions on the Receipt of Food Assistance from Sources other than the FSP.
Given the high proportion of nonparticipants who gave reasons for nonparticipation related
to alack of need for food stamps, it isimportant to ascertain whether nonparticipants who
say they don’t need food stamps have access to other sources of food assistance.

These questions could be administered in 15 minutes. 1f the complete screening interview wasaso

administered, the whole module on nonparticipation would take less than 20 minutes to administer.
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V. CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conducting asurvey about the reasonsfor nonparticipation in the FSP posesthree main chal lenges.
Firg, itisdifficult to locate personsto interview who are éligible for food stamps but do not receive them.
Becausenolistsexist of these eligible nonparticipants, arandom-digit-dialing (RDD) frameis required.
Second, the questions at the beginning of theinterview that screen out personsnot eligiblefor the survey
need to strike abalance between collecting detailed and sensitive information to accurately determine
eligibility and minimizing nonresponse. Third, the questionnaires need to collect sufficient information about
thereasonsfor nonparticipation toinform policy decisions. The purpose of the pretest wasto investigate
whether these challenges could be met.

This chapter presents the main conclusionsfrom the pretest and our recommendationsfor fielding the
survey on a national scale.®
A. ITISFEASIBLE TO CONDUCT A STAND-ALONE SURVEY ON THE REASONSFOR

NONPARTICIPATION

The pretest showed that it is feasible to conduct a stand-alone survey about the reasons for
nonparticipation. However, the survey would require considerable survey resources, mainly because of
the difficultiesidentifying survey respondents. Using RDD, we called nearly 17,000 telephone numbersto
identify 484 eligible nonparticipants and 92 participants from working or e derly households. Weestimate
that it would take over 18,000 hours of interviewer labor to identify a sample of about 1,000 eligible

nonparticipants from working households and 1,000 eligible nonparticipants from elderly households.

“0 Spexific recommendations about changesto individual questionsare provided at theend of Chapters
[1, 111, and IV and in Appendix A.
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B. ALIST FRAMEISNEEDED IF THE SURVEY ISTO INCLUDE FSP PARTICIPANTS

If RDD isbeing used to identify nonparticipants, identifying participantsat the sametimerequireslittie
additiona interviewer time. However, because we found participants to be rarer than FSP-eligible
nonparticipants among working and elderly households, it would take more callsto identify a FSP
participant thanit would to identify aFSP-eligible nonparticipant. Unlessthesurvey designcallsfor aratio
of nonparticipants to participants of above six for working households and above four for elderly
households, thetarget for the number of nonparticipantsin the samplewould bereached before thetarget
for the number of participants. Once the target for nonparticipants is reached, identifying additional
participantsusing RDD will bemany times more costly than identifying the participantsusing alist frame.

Hence, if it isdecided that the survey should include participants, amixed-frame design would be the most

efficient one.

C. AFINAL RESPONSE RATE OF ABOUT 65 PERCENT COULD BE ACHIEVED ON A
STAND-ALONE SURVEY ON THE REASONS FOR NONPARTICIPATION
Nonresponse is a concern because the persons who do not respond to asurvey may differ from those

who doinwaysthat arerelated to the reasonsfor nonparticipation. If thefactorsthat determine whether

aperson responds are related to the reasons for nonparticipation, the survey findings will be biased--the
observed findings will differ from the findings that we would have observed if there had been no

NoNresponse.

The responserate to astand-a one survey about the reasons for nonparticipation isunlikely to be high
for threereasons. Firgt, responseratesto RDD surveysaretypically low. Use of answering machines,

call-forwarding, and tel ephonesolicitation al contributeto low responseratesto RDD surveys.* Obtaining

“Massey et al. (1997).
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aresponse rate above 70 percent for an RDD survey israre”? Second, the RDD screening interview
includesquestionsabout househol dincome and assets--questionsthat are both difficult and senstive. Third,
nonparticipants may be uninterested in topics related to a program that they have chosen not to participate
in.

The overall response rate to the pretest survey was about 51 percent--the response rate to the
screening interviewswas just under 60 percent; the completion rate to the main questionnaireswas 85
percent. Onefactor that lowered the responseratesin the pretest was that two of the eight pretest sites
were large northeastern metropolitan cities that typically have low survey response rates. With the
recommended changes to the survey discussed below, we think the response rate to the screening
interviews in a national survey could be as high as 70 percent and the completion rate to the main
guestionnaire as high as 90 or 95 percent, yielding an overal response rate of 63 to 67 percent.

To improve the response rates, we recommend the following changes to the pretest.

1. Change the Order of the Questions on the RDD Screening Interview. The first
interview questions should be nonthreatening questionsthat are related to the topic of the
guestionnaire. Instead of asking first about household size and income, we recommend
asking about the respondent’ s participation in the FSP and then whether hisor her household
containsaworking or an elderly person. Theinterviewer could then ask the respondent
whether he or she has ever received food stamps. Only after these questions should the
interviewer ask about the respondent’ sincome.

2. AddMorelnterviewer Probesto the Screening I nterview. Wefound in the pretest that
including interviewer probes after an initial nonresponse to the income question was
successful at eliciting responses. We recommend adding similar probes after the asset

questions. We a so suggest probing respondents about inconsi stent responsesto questions
about the receipt of food stamps before counting them as nonresponders.

““Massey et al. (1997).
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Send an Advance L etter to Personson the RDD Sample Frame. We recommend that
before calling, persons on the RDD sample frame who have listed telephone numbers and
addresses are sent a letter that explains the study and encourages their participation.

Lengthen the Field Period. Our experience hasshown that increasing the length of the
field period canincrease theresponserate primarily by increasing the number of telephone
numbers for which the residential status can be determined.

If a List-Frame is Used, Obtain Current Lists of FSP Participants As Quickly as
Possiblefrom the FSP Offices. Contact information on FSP participants can get out-of-
date fast. The importance of obtaining the data quickly should be emphasized to FSP
agency staff.

Conduct In-Person Follow-Up to Locate Persons on the List Frame. Some persons
who cannot belocated by tel ephone may belocated by an interviewer going in-person to
the respondents’ addresses.

Use Commercial Servicesto Obtain More Locating I nformation on Persons Listed
on the List-Frame. Commercid services can provide telephone numbers, changes of
addresses, and tel ephone numbers of neighbors for some persons on the list-frame.

Decrease the Frequency of Changing Respondents Between the Screening
Interview and the Main Questionnaire. Response rates are lower if the main
guestionnaireis administered to someone in the household other than the person who was
administered the screeninginterview. Inthe pretest, we administered themain questionnaire
to the person in the nonparticipant households who would apply for food stampsiif the
household decided to participate and the person who last applied for food stampsin the
participant households. For 17 percent of the interviews, this person was not the person
who responded to the screening interview. We recommend relaxing this definition, and
administering the main questionnaire to any adult in the household who may apply for food
stamps.

Shorten the Main Questionnaire. The completion rate for the short-version of the
guestionnaires conducted by tel ephonewas 91 percent compared with 85 percent for the
long questionnaires. We recommend a main questionnaire to be used in a stand-alone
survey about the reasons for nonpartici pation that would be about 5 minutes shorter than the
long questionnaire which took on average 26 minutes to administer. The short
guestionnaires took an average of 15 minutes to administer.
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D. THERDD SCREENING INTERVIEW USED IN THE PRETEST STRIKESTHE RIGHT
BALANCE BETWEEN DETERMINING ELIGIBILITY AND MINIMIZING
NONRESPONSE
M ost previous studies of thereasonsfor nonparticipation in the FSP used crude screening rulesto

create samples of nonparticipantswho werelikely to be eigible for food stamps (M cConnell and Nixon

1996). The RDD screening interview used in the pretest used more sophisticated screening rules that

required respondentsto answer questions about their income, vehicles, and assets. Even so, we estimate

that 38 percent of the respondentsfound digible by the RDD screening interview seemto beindigiblefor
food stamps based on information given later in the interview.

When designing ascreening interview, thereisafineline between devel oping aninterview that makes
agood determination of FSPeligibility and onethat asks so many detailed and sensitive questionsthat its
response rate is unacceptably low. We believe the screening interview used in the pretest, with the
modificationsdescribed in Chapter [1, hitsabout the right bal ance between the two objectives of kegping
the interview short and simple and doing a good job of predicting FSP eligibility.

E. THE SCREENING INTERVIEWS AND MAIN QUESTIONNAIRES SHOULD BE
ADMINISTERED USING COMPUTER ASSISTED SURVEY METHODS
Inthepretest, the screening interviewswere conducted using CATI, but because of thesmall sample

sizes, the main questionnaires were administered using hard-copy instruments. A nationa survey about

nonparticipation should use computer asssted survey interviews (CAS)) for both the screening interviews
and themain questionnaires. Inthe RDD screening interview, CASl supports sample management and
scheduling, aidstheinterviewer in conducting complex skip logic, and automati cally determineswhether

therespondent iseligiblefor thesample. CASl dso helpsin theadministration of the main questionnaires,

whichinclude complex skip logic, with some questions being asked only of personswith past experience
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in the FSP and other questions being asked only of persons who report specific reasons for

nonparticipation.

F. ASURVEY ABOUT THE REASONSFOR NONPARTICIPATION SHOULD INCLUDE
A SMALL SAMPLE OF HOUSEHOLDSWITHOUT TELEPHONESAND ASK ABOUT
TELEPHONE INTERRUPTIONS
The pretest sampleincluded only householdswith working telephones. However, estimatesfrom the

Census suggest that about 6 percent of al households and about 20 percent of low-income households do

not have working telephones. Because househol ds without telephones may have different reasonsfor not

participating than househol dswith telephones, anationd survey of the reasonsfor nonparticipation should
include a small sample of respondents without telephones.

Respondents without tel ephoneswould be administered both a screening interview and the main
questionnairein-person. Interviewerswould go door-to-door and administer both the screening interviews
andthemain questionnairesin-person. Wefoundinthe pretest that the main questionnairesworked equally
well either by telephoneor in-person.® The screening interviewswere successfully cognitively tested in-
person (Ponzaet a. 1997).

Considerablesurvey resourceswoul d be needed toidentify househol dswithout tel ephonesthat meet
our criteriafor inclusioninthe sample. Working and elderly householdsthat areigiblefor food stamps
but do not receive them compriselessthan 8 percent of the population. Asnon-telephone householdstend
to havelower incomethan househol dswith telephones, the proportion of eligible nonparticipantsin non-

telephone households may be even lower. Hence, the proportion of working or e derly nonparticipant

“3Resource constraints prevented including an in-person screening component in the pretest.
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householdswithout telephonesin the population is probably lessthan 2 percent of the population. It would
take considerable interviewer time to find even a small number of eligible non-telephone households.

Because of the cost of identifying eligible non-telephone househol ds, the sample of non-telephone
households would need to be small and designed to yield a national estimate of the reasons for
nonparticipation by non-telephone households, rather than regional estimates. To reduce survey costs,
screening for non-tel ephone househol ds would take place in areas with a high concentration of non-
telephone households. The cost of thein-person survey would belower if it isconducted when the 2000
Census data are available and areas with a high concentration of non-tel ephone households can be
identified with more up-to-date information.

Therequired sample size of non-telephone househol ds can be reduced by collecting data about past
interruptionsof telephone servicefrom househol ds both with and without telephones. Many households
lose and gain telephone service during the year--having tel ephone service when they can affordit and
havingit disconnected when they cannot. Some householdsthat do not have tel ephones at a specific point
of time have recently had telephone service and, conversely, some househol ds with telephone service at
apoint of time may have had interruptionsin the past. 1n the 1993 Nationa Household Education Survey
between 9 and 12 percent of householdswith telephones at thetime of the interview reported interruptions
of telephone service of oneday or moreinthe previousyear (Brick et a. 1996). Wewould expect higher
percentages of households with interruptions in their telephone service in low-income populations.

Under the assumption that non-tel ephone househol ds and households with interruptionsin telephone
sarvice have smilar reasonsfor not participating in the FSP, data on interruptionsin telephone service can
be used to gtatistically adjust for the under-representation of non-telephone households (K eeter 1995).

We recommend including questionsin the main questionnaires that ask whether the respondent’ s household
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has experienced aninterruption in telephone service over the previous 12 months of morethan oneday and
if so, how long the interruption lasted.

We also recommend that both FSP participants and FSP-eligible nonparticipant non-telephone
househol ds be administered the main questionnaires. Our concernisthat it will be particularly difficult to
find nonparti ci pantsamong FSP-eligiblenon-tel ephonehousehol dsbecauise non-tel ephonehousehol dstend
to have lower income and lower-income households are morelikdly to participate in the FSP (M cConndll
and Nixon 1996). By interviewing both participant and nonparticipant respondentsin non-telephone
househol dsinformation would be coll ected to determinethe FSP partici pation rate among non-tel ephone
households. It may be that the participation rate is so high among non-tel ephone households, that
nonparticipation among non-telephone households is not a concern.

G. A QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT NONPARTICIPATION SHOULD INCLUDE CLOSED-

ENDED STRUCTURED QUESTIONS ABOUT NONPARTICIPATION

In previous surveys, the questions about nonparticipation were typically broad and open-ended and
elicited responsesthat weretoo vague to inform policy decisions (McConnell and Nixon 1996). Hence,
we designed questionnairesin which there was a series of direct closed-ended questions about the reasons
for nonparticipation. Each question asked whether a particular reason was applicableto the respondent.
At the end of the series of questions, we asked whether there were other reasons that the respondent did
not participate in the FSP. We aso asked which wasthe most important reason that the respondent did
not participate. For some reasons, more detailed follow-up questionswere asked. These closed-ended
guestionsworked well. On their own, they could provide much detailed information about the reasonsfor

nonparticipation.
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H. A QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT NONPARTICIPATION SHOULD INCLUDE QUESTIONS
TODETERMINEFSPELIGIBILITY,FOOD SECURITY, AND SOURCESOF OTHER
FOOD ASSISTANCE
Itisimportant in any anayssof the reasonsfor nonparticipation that the sample containsonly persons

who are digiblefor food stamps. Including personswho are not eigible for food stampswill biasthe

findings. For example, when asked why they do not participate in the FSP, personswho areindligible for
food stampsare morelikely to say that they think (correctly) that they areindigiblefor food stamps and
that they do not need food stamps.

Because of concerns about the response rate, the screening interview cannot ask all the detailed
questionsrequired to accurately determine FSP digibility. However, some of thesequestions can be asked
later in the main interview when the interviewer has established rapport with the respondent. When
andyzing thesurvey data, thisinformation can be used to make abetter determination of FSPdigibility and
sample members who do not seem to be FSP eligible can be removed from the analysis sample.

Itisimportant that any survey on the reasonsfor nonparticipation collect dataon food security. The
purpose of the FSPisto provide food assstanceto dl thosewho need it. If the mgority of nonparticipants
are found to be food insecure, this suggests that some persons needing food assistance are not being
reached by the program. However, if most nonparticipants are food secure, the FSP may be meeting its
mission of providing food assistance to those who need it, and low rates of participation are not a cause
for concern.

Thefindings from the pretest suggested that the most important reason that both working and elderly
households do not participate in the FSPisaperception of alack of need for food stamps. From apolicy

perspective, it would be interesting to determine whether the lack of need isbecause nonparticipants are
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receiving food assi stance from other sources, such asother government programs, charities, family, or
friends.
|. THEQUESTIONNAIRESDEVELOPED FORTHISSTUDY SHOULDBEREVISEDTO

ADDRESSFSP NONPARTICIPATION ISSUESARISING FROM RECENT WELFARE

REFORM

The recent decline in FSP participation, from 11 million householdsin 1996 to 8 million households
in 1998, cannot befully explained by adecreasein the number of householdsin poverty. Thissuggeststhat
changes associated with the welfare reform provisions of the Persona Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 may have decreased FSP participation rates. Of the two
population groups of interest in this study, welfare reform is more likely to have affected working
households, who because they have often have children, may havereceived TANF. Elderly households
arenot directly affected by welfare reform but may have been affected indirectly, perhapsthrough changes
in atitudes toward welfare. Although aone-time survey cannot fully explorethe reasonsfor changesin
the FSP participation rate, we recommend that the questionnaires be revised to include questions that
explore the link between FSP participation and welfare reform.

Welfare reform may have affected the FSP participation rate in three main ways. First, FSP
participants who stop receiving TANF benefits because they find work, reach the time limit, or are
sanctioned for not meeting work requirements may discontinue recel pt of food stamp benefits even though
they may il beeligibleto receivethem. Thismay be because they think incorrectly that their households
areno longer eigiblefor food stamp benefits, they no longer think it isworth the“hasd€e’ to receivejust
food stamp benefits, or they want to be free of recelving any government assistance. Caseworkers may
asonot beinforming clientsthat they are il digiblefor food stamp benefits, and in some cases, may even

beincorrectly terminating benefits. We recommend that when respondents are asked about why they

169



stopped receiving food stamps benefitsin the survey, they should be asked whether they stopped receiving
TANF benefitsat about the sametime. If they did, follow-up questions can explore how the cessation of
TANF affected their FSP participation. The respondents can be asked whether they thought their
householdswere no longer dligiblefor food stamp benefits, and if so, whether this perception was based
on information provided by the caseworker or some other source.

Second, welfarereform may have reduced thelikelihood that a person applying for TANFwould dso
apply for food stamp benefits. Although food stamp applications can still be made at the sametime as
TANF applications, local caseworkers may be lesslikely to tell applicantsthat they are eligiblefor food
stamp benefits. Many stateshave devel oped diversion programsthat discourage peoplefrom going onto
TANF. Some diversion programs offer TANF applicants a one-time lump-sum payment instead of
monthly TANF benefits; othersrequire applicantsto engagein job search asacondition to be met before
they aredligiblefor TANF. Applicantsdiverted from TANF may not be awarethat they are ill eigible
for food slamp benefits. Caseworkersmay not beinforming them about food stamp benefitsand may even
be improperly holding up the processing of FSP applications until the applicant has completed pre-
application proceduresfor TANF. Thissuggeststhat the questionnaires should ask respondents not only
whether they have recently applied for food stamp benefits, but aso whether they have recently applied
for TANF benefits. Respondentswho have recently applied for TANF benefits should be asked follow-up
guestions about whether they weretold about their eigibility for food stamp benefitswhen they applied for
TANF benefits and if they were encouraged by eligibility workersto apply for food stamp benefits also.

Third, welfarereform may have increased the importance of psychologicda reasonsfor not participating
intheFSP. Wdfarereform transformed AFDC from an entitlement program which provided monthly cash

assganceto atrangtiona assistance program (TANF) oriented toward getting people off welfareand into
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employment. Thistransformation may have increased working and elderly peoples desire for self-
sufficiency and increased the stigma of applying for and using food stamp benefits. The questionnaires
aready include questionsabout whether the respondent did or would fedl embarrassed applying for and/or
using food stamp benefits. For those respondents who report feding a stigma associated with applying for
and/or using food stamp benefits, follow-up gquestions in the questionnaires could ask whether the
respondents feel that the stigma associated with food stamp benefits has increased in recent years.

Nonparticipants could be asked whether their desire to be sdlf-sufficient wasimportant in their decison to

not participate in the FSP.

J. A 20-MINUTE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE WOULD COLLECT SUFFICIENT
INFORMATION ABOUT NONPARTICIPATION TO MAKE POLICY DECISIONS
Idedly, asurvey of nonparticipation would include dl the questionsincluded in the long versons of the

guestionnaires. However, because of concernsof respondent burden and responserates, we recommend

instead using adightly shorter version of the long questionnaires that would take about 20 minutesto
administer. The questionnaire would still include the full set of questions about the reasons for
nonparticipation (with the modifications suggested in Chaptersii and 1V), questions about food security
and sources of food assistance, questions about the demographic composition of the household, and
guestions about income, expenses, and vehicles. It would also include the questions about previous
experiences respondents have had applying for and using food stamps. We would delete from the long
versions questions about topics that do not add significantly to our knowledge about the reasons for
nonparticipation, including:
C  Quedtionsindirectly related to the respondent’ sknowledge of the FSP, such aswhether the
family ever received food stamps when the respondent was a child and whether any

relatives, friends, neighbors, or coworkers receive food stamps
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C  Questionsabout employment, dthoughwewould retain the questionsabout earnings needed
to determine FSP digibility

C  Questions about health and cognitive and physical functioning

¢ Questions about social supports, such as how long the respondent has lived in the
neighborhood

K. CONSIDERATION SHOULD BE GIVEN TO EXCLUDING PARTICIPANTS FROM
THE SURVEY

If theresourcesavailableto conduct asurvey on FSP nonparticipation arelimited, we recommend
that FNS consider conducting atelephone survey of only nonparticipants.** Conducting a survey of
nonparticipantsonly would provide sufficient information to provide guidance on the appropriate policy
response to the nonparticipation. Whileincluding participantsin the survey would add arichnessto the
data collected, the information collected from the participants may not justify the additional survey
resources required to include them in the survey.

We designed the questionnairesto alow two lines of inquiry into the reasons for nonparticipation: (1)
adirect gpproach--asking nonparticipants why they do not participate in the program, and (2) anindirect
approach--making statistical comparisons of the characteristics of participants and nonparticipants. The
direct approach--asking peopledirectly why they do not participate--isthemoreinformative and does not
requirethat any participantsare surveyed. Comparisons of participants and nonparticipantsyidd findings
that are suggestive of reasonsfor nonparticipation but rarely provide firm evidence that a particular reason
isimportant. Some reasons that respondents give for nonparticipation, such asthe view that other people

may need food stamp benefits more, would not be uncovered by just comparing the characteristics or

“Although a survey of non-telephone households should include participants.
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experiencesof participantsand nonparticipants. Thedirect approach also allowsaranking of thereative
importance of each reason for nonparticipation.

If resources permitted including participantsin asurvey of nonparticipation, including themwould yield
two main benefits. First, comparing the characteristics and experiences of participants and nonparticipants
provides information about the type of people that are more likely to participate. Thismay be useful in
targeting effortsto increase participation to specific popul ation groups. Second, including participants
alowsthe survey to explore what factors hel p participants overcome perceived or red barriersto gpplying
for or using food stamp benefitsthat the nonparticipants do not overcome. For example, by comparing the
experiences of participants and nonparticipants who began the application process but did not complete
it, we could investigate whether completing the application process at a place other than the FSP office
increases the likelihood that the application process is completed.

Many of these compari sonsbetween participants and nonparti cipants can, however, be madewith
existing survey data. Comparisons between participants and nonparticipants of household demographic
and economic characteristics, sources of other food assistance, and food security can be made using the
SIPP and the Food Security Supplement to the CPS (M cConnell and Nixon 1996). Comparisons of
experiences applying for and using food stamp benefits between participants and nonparticipants can be
made using the National Food Stamp Program Survey. Collecting information on participants and
nonparticipantsin the same survey hasthe advantage, however, that the dataare directly comparable. This
would beimportant if the reasonsfor nonparticipation are changing over time because of changesin the

FSP or other assistance programs, changes in the economy, or changes in attitudes toward welfare.
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L. CONSIDERATION SHOULD BE GIVEN TO ADDING A MODULE ABOUT FSP
NONPARTICIPATION TO ANOTHER HOUSEHOLD SURVEY

An dternativeto conducting astand-alone survey would beto add a short modul e about the reasons
for FSP nonparticipation to another household survey. The module would begin with the screening
guestions, and only personswho meet the criteriain the screening interview would then be asked questions

about nonparticipation. At aminimum, we recommend a 15- to 20-minute modul e that includes:

C The screening questions
C Thedirect questions about nonparticipation included in Section E of the questionnaires
C  Questions about whether the respondent has previously applied for or used food stamps

¢ Questions about food security, sources of food assistance, and income, by source

Addingamoduleto an existing househol d survey would significantly reducethe costs of collecting the
datasince only the additional costs associated with alonger interview would beincurred. Depending on
the survey to which the module isadded, the response rate to the questions may aso be higher. Also, if
the main household survey contains detailed questions about income disaggregated by source, the screener
for the add-on module could use this information rather than the respondent’ s estimate of aggregate
household incometo determine whether the repondent islikely to bedigiblefor food stamps. Thiswould
allow the screening questionsto determine FSP digibility more accurately, asincomeislesslikely to be
underreported when the respondent is asked about income by source (Citro and Michael 1995).

The main disadvantage of an add-on modulerather than a tand-aone survey isthat the module must
beshort. Moreover, the samples ze of FSP-dligible nonparticipantsinworking or elderly householdscould
besmadl. Also, the survey design and data collection procedures that were designed for another survey

may not be optimal for the module on the reasons for nonparticipation.
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A module about the reasons for nonparticipation could be added to any nationally-representative
household survey that contains alarge-enough sample of low-income households to ensure sufficient
numbers of FSP nonparticipantswho arein either working or elderly households. 1dedlly the household
survey would aso callect dataon monthly income, including earnings, disaggregated by source and data
on food sufficiency and sources of other food assistance.

The SIPPisagood example of an existing nationally-representative household survey towhicha
moduleon thereasonsfor FSP nonparticipation could beadded. Periodicaly, modulesof specia interest
areattached to the SIPP. For exampl e, the Extended Well-Being M odule was administered to Wave 6
of the 1991 SIPP panel and Wave 3 of the 1992 SIPP panel. McConnell and Nixon (1996) estimated
that this module was administered to over 3,700 FSP nonparticipants with income less than 130 percent
of poverty and nearly 1,900 FSP participants. Of these, there were about 1,500 working nonparticipants,
1,500 el derly nonparticipants, 600 working participants, and 400 elderly participants. The samples of
nonparticipants are large enough to conduct an analysis of the reasons for nonparticipation given by
nonparticipants.

Another advantage of the SIPP isthat it aready collects detailed income information, including
earningsinformation, information on FSP participation, and information on the age of household members.
A nonparticipation module would need to include screening questions only about assets and vehicles.
Interviewers could useinformation reported earlier in theinterview to determinewhether income exceeded
130 percent of poverty, whether the household was participating in the FSP, and whether the household
contained an elderly or aworking person. The SIPP aso collectsinformation about receipt of food

assi stance from other government programs. However, itscorefilesdo not include questions about food
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security. So anonparticipation module would also need to include a set of questionsto determinethe
household' s level of food security.

The CPSisanother example of anationaly-representative survey to which amodule on thereasons
for nonparticipation could be added. The sample sizes of eligible nonparticipants are quite large.
McConnell and Nixon (1996) found that the 1995 CPS Food Security Supplement contains 10,000
respondents with household income less than 130 percent of poverty. Of these, over 7,000 were
nonparticipants, over 4,000 working nonparticipants, and nearly 3,000 elderly nonparticipants. One
disadvantage of the CPSisthat the coreinterview only collectsincome information by asking respondents
to report their aggregate household incomein categories of $2,499 or more.*> A second disadvantage
of the CPSisthat its core questionnaires do not collect data on FSP participation, food security, or other

sources of food assistance.

“*The March supplement to the CPS contains asset information and detailed incomeinformation. It
could be linked to the nonparticipation module (even if administered in another month) to make amore
accurate determination of FSP-eligibility for households that were in both samples.
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APPENDIX
OTHER RECOMMENDED REVISIONS
TO THE QUESTIONNAIRES



In addition to the revisions to the questionnaires identified in Chapter 111 of the main text, we
recommend some additiona, minor changesto thequestionnaires. In generd, thesearerevisonsto correct
errorsin skip logic or oversightsin coding structure that we caught during the pretest. Therevisionsare

asfollows:

C TheQuestions D4d to D4i do not work if the response to Question D4c isthat an authorized
representative appointed by the househol d applied for food stamps. Werecommend skipping
questions D4d to D4i for respondents who said that an authorized representative applied for
them (answered 02 to D4c).

C Inthe short elderly nonparticipant questionnaire “be difficulty” should be changed to “be
difficult” in Question E12c

C If no-oneintherespondent’ s household worked (as reported in the screening interview), then
the respondent should not be asked Questions D7c and D7d which ask about difficultiesin
applying for food slamps related to working. We could not implement this skip pattern in the
pretest because the main questionnaire was administered by hard-copy.

C Intheshort ederly participant questionnaire, the skip in D4d (codes 01 through 06) should be
changed from “skip to D7” to “skip to D5.”

C Intheshort working nonparticipant questionnaire, the skipfor “00” and “-1” codesin Question
D1 should be to D14 and not D8.
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